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FOREWORD

In March 1972 the Office of Economic Opportunity opened a

Child Development Center (CDC) for its employees. The

Center, operated by Edufax Incorporated and supported by

Research and Development Funds, has recently been eval-

uated by the Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation,

on the basis of the following criteria:

(1) The extent of the need for child

care services by,0E0 employees;

(2) The extent to which this need is

met by a center located near the

work place;

(3) The factors which are important

to parents when selecting child

care;

(4) The amount parents are willing

to pay for an enriched child

development child care, and

(5) The economic benefits accruing to

the federal government from such
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factors as decreased employee

absenteeism, tardiness and

turnover.

The Center was designed to accommodate sixty children in

two classrooms of y 'Wren each. It opened with

an enrollment of thirty children and in its eight months

of operation has expanded to the present enrollment of

fifty children--which, because of space limitations in

one classroom, may be its operating caracity. Approxi-

mately twenty of the participants are children of 0E0

employees; the remaining thirty are children of parents

from other federal agencies generally employed near the

Center. The children represent a desirable mixture of

the sexes- (twenty-five boys and twenty-five girls) and

ages (7 two-year-olds, 17 threes, 15 fours, and 11 fives).

Seventy-seven percent of the families are black, and

family incomes range from $6,000 to over $20,000 per

year.

Although the investigation tends to confirm that the

children in the CDC are participating in a rewarding,

empathetic daily experience, the reader is cautioned

that the focus of this evaluation was on the parents,

not their children. Therefore, the findings presented

relate to administrative matters and parental needs,

not child development.



The study-is reported in two parts. The objective of

the foreword is to provide OEO management with infor-

mation that will assist them in deliberations concern-

ing refunding of the CDC. It was prepared by the

Evaluation Division/Office of Planning, Research and

Evaluation and focuses on the historical and opera-

tional aspects of the Center. The body of the report

prepared by Westat Incorporated, reports the results

of interviews with 180 OEO parents and CDC users.

The interviews were conducted in July 1972 approxi-

mately four months after the Center opened. Westat

was charged with the primary research objective of

this evaluation, namely, to evaluate parents' reactions

to and utilization of the Center. While the report

was written by separate organizations, it is intended to

serve as a unitary. case study for individuals in other

agencies who are contemplating child care services for

children of their employees.

SUMMARY_ OF FIlatMOS

1. The Statement of Work section in the contract between

OEO, Edufax, and the CDC operator details their goals:

" The ()Vice of Economic Opportunity desires
to demonstrate that employees and employer
cooperating together can provide a daily

xi



child developmental program in a stimulating,

safe and well supervised environment at a
reasonable cost which will allow parents to

engage in income producing employment."
(Emphasis supplied by author.)

Stimulating Environment

It is our opinion that the children are receiving a

stimulating developmental program in a safe well-super-

vised environment. Eighty-four percent of the parents

using the Center report they are "completely or very

satisfied" with the program. In addition, 88 percent

of the parents reported their children are very h.ppy

with the program. The Center is licensed by the District

of Columbia and is in substantial compliance with the

1968 Federal Interagency Day Care Standards.'

Employee-Employer Cooperation

The area with which parents report the most dissatisfaction

concerns parent participation in CDC policy and decision

making. The degree of successful cooperation between the

various individuals and parties (OEO, parents, and Edufax)

involved has been varied. Although there were attempts at

participatory decision making during the Center's establish-

ment, the contractual arrangement between OEO and Edufax

1 U. S. DREW, ORO, DOL, "Federal Interagency Day Care
Requirements," September 1968.
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has limited the parents' role: Although a number of in-

dividuals (five-fifteen) represented parent interests in

the original planning and selection of the operating con-

tractor, an organized group of parents did not exist at

this time. Furthermore, it was very difficult for parents

to commit themselves, and their children, to an idea--

^as contrasted to a concrete program. ( is interestlbg

to notd that of these original parent representatives, only

one used the Center; several others did not have children

eligible and several chose not to enroll their children.)

At present there is a parent advisory board composed of

seven parents representing users of the Center and four

members representing 0E0 administration. This parent

board has made progress in learning what role it can

play in the contractural arrangement between 0E0 and

Edufax. But still, attendance at parent meetings has

been and is spotty.

Reasonable Costs

During the months June through September, the Center's

average operating costs were between $250 and $300 per

child per month which, if continued over an entire year,

would equal $3,000 to $3,600 per child annually. (This

excludes most one-time costs encountered in establishing

the CDC.) Generally, parents interviewed expressed a

willingness to pal. $50 to $100 per month per child. Less



than ten percent of potential users of the Center express a

willingness to pay over $200 per month for all of their children

Parents who can afford higher fees typically have h_gh

incomes and desire an at-home arrangement which includes

housekeeping services. Individual fees at the Center

range from $17 a month for families with annual incomes

below $5,500 to $130 for families with incomes above

$20,000. 0E0 employees using other centers in the metro-

politan area typically pay $50-$100 per month per child.

A survey, conducted by the Office of Planning, Research

and Evaluation, bf all centers in the metropolitan area

found that the vast majority of centers charge $80-$90

per month regardless of income. The child development

centers run by HeadstarL, Model Cities and National

Capitol Area Child Development Center Association and

other federal agencies report costs in the range of $150-

$250 per child per month.

A superficial analysis of costs indicates that it would

probably require a drastic change in the program (in kind

rather than degree) before income from parents would cover

a significant portion of operating costs. This analysis

also indicates that monthly per-child operating costs

will decline as the Center completes its break-in period.

Furthermore, in future contract negotiations, certain

costs could be negotiated downward because of knowledge

gained in the first operating year.
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AI present, the Center operating costs are running

about $14,000 per month. Some belt tightening might

reduce the costs to $12,000 or $11,000 per month.

Parents' fees presently total about $3,000 per month.

If fees were increased jverage of $5 per week and

additional children were recruited to fill the Center

to design capacity, income would increase to approxi-

mately $5,000 per month. Typically there are six to

ten children absent each day so that the Center could

be over-enrolled by another eight children. This would

increase income another $600 to $1,000 per month. There-

fore, conservatively, the minimum gap between parent

payments and expenses is $5,000 per month or an additional

$804100 per month per parent for a sixty-child center.

Allow Parents to Engage in Employment

We can find no evidence that the operation has had any

effect on whether parents work or not. The people using

the Center were working before and changed only their

type of child care arrangement. The Center has not been

used in any way to promote employment of low income in-

dividuals at 0E0 or promote employment - -ow income in-

dividuals living in-the neighborhood surrounding the<DC.

As best we can tell, new employees are only told about

the Center if they ask. Several employees who showed

early interest in the Center when later asked why they
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had not enrolled their children replied that their wives

has not returned to work as expected. Apparently, child care

was not the major barrier to employment for those in-

dividuals. It should be noted, however, that several of

the CDC users are quite concerned that they might not be

able to find adequate arrangements if the Center were

closed.

2. Is this research and development
-
project unique and

innovative?

Although the Center is unique in that it differs from the

majority of day care arrangements because it focuses on

child development, it is typical of centers specializing

in child development. For example, there are several

government agencies in this area that have employee day

care centers. They are all very much the same in general

emphasis and have a similar parent, employer, contractor

relationship. The contractors differ somewhat in the

quality of service provided but generally operate in the

$2,000-$3,000 per-chili-year cost range.

In the early formative stages of planning certain decisions

had to be made in order to start the project moving.

The first of these was that there would be a center

operated near OW. Given this decision, it was fairly
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difficult to be very innovative. Parent participation

also tended to lead the project toward traditional ways.

The CDC is not innovative in terms of demonstrating new

concepts in child care for OEO (federal) employees or for

its clientele, the poor, nor ie there any evidence that

the parents it serves wish it to be.

3. What is the demand for care of children of OEO employees?

We estimate there are approximately 100 parents who need

full time care for their children ages two to six years

old, the age range restriction of the Center. As of

September 30 there were twenty 0E0 parents using the

Center, a participation rate of about 20 percent. Because

of various consumer preference factors, such as desire

for home care, convenience, availability of relatives, and

cost, we believe that at most 50 percent of parents need-

ing full day care would utilize center-type care. We

would think that an employment-based center care might

capture one-third to two-thirds of that or approximately

seventeen to thirty-four total user parents. (Fifty-five

percent of the 180 parents interviewed perferred to have

the Center within walking distance of work rather than

walking distance of home.) Therefore, we would conclude

that somewhat fewer 0E0 parents (twenty) are using the
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Center than would be expected but that total utilization

probably would never reach fifty to sixty OEO parents.

We believe the original projections of expected employee

utilization were unrealistically high.

In terms of the utilization by grade, we find the following

for OEO employees:

Grade 2-5 6-7 9 . 116 12 13+ TOTAL

percent (of those
using CDC)

41% 3:.% 07. 13% 14% 100%

Some people would argue that it is inequitable to provide

benefits only to a special group of employees--in this

case, those who need full day care for their preschool

children while they work. We will not deal with that

argument here because it gets into the broader question

of employee rights and benefits which is not the focus

of this evaluation. It should be noted, however, if one

Wishes to be equitable to. all those employees needing

day care for their children, that approximately 120 OEO

employees are excluded by the-ages of their children

(ages under two and cover six). These employees provide

potential for innovative programs such as employee vouchers.

The future OEO employee need will, of course, be affected

by the extent of regionalization and other reorganizations

which are planned. Decisions concerning the Center should
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take these plans into account. However, in actuality

the Center is no longer strictly an 0E0 center, but a

federal employees' center. There will always be suffi-

-cient federal employees to fill the Center, given its

present fee schedule.

4. What reasons do parents give for not using the Center?

We have.two sources of data. In July 1971, a survey of

0E0 employees was made by 0E0 administration and 60 employees

expressed interest in the Center. In February 1972,

thirteen of those parents had enrolled their children in

the Center. We sent a questionnaire to the remaining

47 parents to determine why they had not enrolled their

children. Repeated follow-ups re-ulted in 46 replies

summarized below:

No longer employed at 0E0 10

Casts are too high 13

Inconvenient location 8

Spouse did not return to
work

Child no longer in area

Children are not two-six
years old 4

Other reasons 16

Total responses 61*

* Since some respondents gave multiple reasons the total
is greater than 46.
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It is important to-note that many of those responding to

the questionnaire felt they had shown interest in but not

enrollme. commitment to the Center. Unfortunately, it

appear-8 that 0E0 administration interpreted the survey

results as a rather firm estimate of need for the Center- -

in fact, this may have been the reason for planning a center

with a sixty-child capacity. ler

Seven of the 46 gave high fees as their only reason. We

will return to the fee schedule later.

In July 1972, Westat, Incorporated, under contr ct with

II)the Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluatio inter-

viewed 180 employees. This interview group included all -1#

users of the CDC plus all known employees with children in

the under six-year old category. Fifty-three individuals

who qualify for use of the CDC but who are presently using

other day care for their children gave the following answers

to the question:

"What are the one or two most important reasons
why you have decided not to send your children
to the 0E0 day care center?"

Do not like location/transportation problems 18

Prefer present arrangement 16

Too expensive 14

Child too young 13

Other 8

Total responses 69

xx



When asked what changes might persuade them to use the

Center, 19 responded: "None, prefer.present arrangement,"

and the other 34 responded in a manner consistent with

their previous answers.

We would conclude that satisfaction with present arrangements,

fees higher than what parents are willing to pay, and

location near work rather than home are the prominent

reasons why parents who use full time care have not

switched to the CDC. We believe, moreover, that minor

changes in the present program or fess would not significantly

affect enrollment. Although changing the fee schedule

for the higher income employees and lowering the age of

eligibility might entice a few more OEO employees to use

the Center, it is doubtful that this would narrow the gap

between operating costs and parent payments. The people

who most likely would be enticed into using the Center

by lowering the fee schedule are at the higher income

brackets. Reducing the fees for the higher income families

relative to lower income families would be contrary both

to the Office of Management and Budget policy and OEO

philosophy. We believe that if one wished to increase

the OEO demand for the Center, a more aggressive merchandizing-

program would probably be more cost-effective.

Two additional pOir%s t_re worth noting concernir1; what is

considered by many as a low response rate by OEO employees



toward the CDC. First, OEO administration has the sole

responsibility for recruitment. One can conjecture that

because of the American Federation of Government Employees'

(AFGE) demands for day care, the administration of OEO

assumed there was a backlog of employee demand for the

Center which would present itself without an aggressive

sales campaign when the Center opened. Whether the low

key enrollment campaign by administration or unrealistic

expectations by the union are the cause of the present,

assessment is of little import now except as a caution

to other agencies contemplating centers. Such agencies

should obtain as many firm commitments as possible and

have accurate estimates of the total number of employees

using full time day care. Attention must be focused on

those individuals rather than dissipated over the entire

agency through general employee information channels.

Secondly, since the CDC is near enrollment capacity,

dedisions must be made as to whether to try to increase

enrollment of OEO employee children and as to what priority

OEO employees have over other agency employees who are

presently enrolled or might apply in the future. This

decision assumes importance to the extent that the Center's

success is measured by the number of OEO employees whose

children are enrolled.



5. What factors are important to parents who must select

day care arrangements for their children?

Unfortunately, there is no simple answer to this question

because it is highly dependent upon the individual

family's circumstances and needs--both the parents and

their children. OEO employees evidence a wide range of

circumstances. In terms of stated preference, three factors

stand out as acing important to OEO parents when selecting

an ideal day care arrangement; they are: 1) availability

of a formal education program; 2) affordable cost; and 3)

convenient location. With respect to each of these factorc

each family views the CDC from a different perspective.

Furthermore, families do not appear to be necessarily

consistent in their implicit or explicit choices between

these and other factors. Chapter 7 and 8 deal much more

extensively with this question. It should be 9otc,e '-hat

a great deal of additional work will be required before anyone

can predict with seasonable accuracy what parents will do

when confronted with a choice of day care arrangements.

6. What are the economic benefits to OEO (the federal

government), as an employer, accruing from the Center?

Before discussing our conclusions on this point, we believe

it should be recognized that there are several basic issues

which need to be resolved to put employer benefits in proper



perspective. We will not resolve them, but on:y pose them

here. Is the CDC an employee benefit? Is it a gift from

the employer or a right of the employee? To be justified,

should the Center "pay" for itself?

Possible benefits to management are reduced absenteeism,

tardiness, and turnover, improved ability to hire, and

other public interest benefits such as increasing the

child's development and potential for future growth, plus

increasing another family member's potential for participating

in the labor force.

Westat reports that under optimistic assumptions, the direct

benefits to OEO management might be in the neighuorhood of

$125 per employee involved in the CDC. Under pessimistic

assumptions, the benefits might be negative: e.g., more

absenteeism because of lack of an arrangement when the

child is ill. We are inclined to believe that most likely

there is little difference in absenteeism, tardiness, and

so forth, whether the employee's children are or are not

enrolled in the Center. The evidence is "soft" but

supported somewhat by anecdotal observations. Further-

more, it should be noted that certain OEO "progressive"

decisions, such as allowing continued enrollment subse-

quent to termination of OEO employment, have lessened

the benefits to OEO which-might otherwise be expected.



About one factor there is little doubt: The participating

employees themselves feel they and their children are per-

sonally better off. One would assume this could lead to

a feeling of well being which might be translated into more

efficient effort on the employee's part--a very intangible

benefit at best. (Nine of 43 CDC users stated that use

of the Center had given them "peace of mind.")

The present study has answered certain research questions,

but an evaluation of this kind cannot state whether the

Center is a success or failure in an absolute sense. Still

less can it decide whether or not the Center should be con-

tinued. These decisions depend on the judgments of the

interested parties and reflect the weight they give to

such issues as the quality of the care given the children,

the satisfaction of the parents, the Center's economic

viability, and its ability to serve as a site for additional

research.

RECORGENDATIONS

This study leaves no reason to doubt that the Center is a

valuable resource for the participating families. Even if

the cost per child were less, however, 0E0's commitment is

presumably limited to its further research interests, given
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the government-wide policy that day care is not among the

accepted federal employee benefits. As already noted, the

present Center cannot be called innovative, and it seems

unlikely that the agency's knowledge of day care programs

for the poor will be significantly advanced by further

studying a Center for its own employees. As with any

research project, the agency-has an obligation to phase

out its present support in such a way as to give participating

parents adequate time to make other arrangements. Although

OEO may be precluded from any indefinite commitment of

financial support, there appears to be a basis for discussion

between CEO management and the concerned parents on the

future of the Center. Accordingly, the following recommendations

are offered:

1. We recommend that OEO management meet with participating

parents and other interested parties to make clear the extent

of 0E0's future commitment to the Center. Presumably, it

should be possible for this commitment to include extension

of assistance in some form beyond the expiration of the con-
.,

tract with Edufax on February 8, 1973. (Note, however,

that OEO must notify Edufax of its intentions in regard

to renewal of this contract by December 10, 1972.) Willingness

to extend this commitment should be based on evidence from

participating parents that they intend to take steps toward

making the Center independent of OEO support within a

reasonable time.
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2. If parents indicate that they are prepared to work toward

making the Center self-sustaining (or independent of OEO),

they should naturally be given complete freedom in searching

out ways to do so. The limits on parental participation

in contract discussions should be removed.

3. The agency should be prepared to review suggestions

for aiditional research promptly, and to support them

according to their merits. Technical assistance in evaluating

research ideas should be provided, even if OEO foresees

no prospect of providing financial support for the research

itself.

In brief, balancing existing federal policy regarding ruployee

day care with 0E0's commitment to its own employees, it

seems important to open a dialogue as soon as possible on

whether or not the Center can be developed into a viable,

independent operation.

ewse.e.-

WILLIAM PROSSER
Evaluation Division
Office of Planning, Research,

and Evaluation
Office of Economic Opportunity
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1. HIGHLIGHTS

The Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) sponsors a

Child Development Center (CDC) for its Washington, D. C. based

employees. Operation of the Center commenced in March 1972.

The primary purposeof this study was an evaluation of parents'

reactions to and utilization of the Center.

At the time of data collection for this study (July,

1972) the center had 43 users -- 22 OEO employees and 21 employees

of other Federal agencies. At this time, OEO employed approxi-

mately 1,060 persons in Washington, D. C.; about 55% of the staff

were females and 45% were males. It was estimated that about 107

OEO employees had children eligible for enrollment in the CDC and

no spouse at home available for child care full time during

working hours. About 92 of these are estimated to be using some

type of day r;Are full-time. Twenty-two (22) are known to use the

OEO CDC, while an estimated 70 OEO employees use some other type

of day care full-time.

In an effort to evaluate the reactions of OEO employees

to the CDC, interviews with all 43 users of the Center (22 OEO

employees and 21 employees of other Federal agencies) were conducted.

In addition, 137 interviews were conducted with other OEO employees

who are parents of young children but do not use the Center.

The primary focus of the study was on parents who had

a clear need for day care, i.e., parents who are currently using

day care full-time for at least one preschool child. Ninety-seven
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respondents were identified as.being of particular interest for

in-depth analysis. They include:

Users of the OEO Center 43
Comparison Group I 54

Total

Comparison Group I consisted of 54 OEO employees who

had no spouse at home and who used day care for 30 hours or more

for at least one preschool child. These 54 persons represent an

estimated total of 70 OEO employees who could be expected to fall

in the same category (i.e., no spouse at home/full-time day care

for one or more preschool children) if a complete census of OEO

employees had been conducted.

For some special analyses it was desired to include in

the Comparison Group only those persons using full-time day care

for a child in the age range 2-5 years (the eligible age range for

the OEO CDC). Of the 54 persons in Comparison Group I, 48 were

found to meet this criterion. These 48 persons are referred to

throughout the report as Comparison Group II.

Several types of analyses were conducted, using the

various sample groups defined above.

A general profile was developed comparing OEO CDC
users to users of other types of day care, with
particular attention given to those characteristics
which might be related to the type of day care
used.

An estimate was made of the universe of need and
the effective demand for the OEO CDC.

Estimates were made of the economic benefit to CEO.
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An analysis of user satisfaction with the OEO CDC
was conducted and the results compared to the satis-
faction reported by users of other arrangements.

A number of key factors affecting day care decisions
and the trade-offs among them were analyzed.

A comparison was made of the results of this study
and the evaluations of two other federally-sponsored
day care centers. The current study was also com-
pared to findings from the OEO national day care
survey of 1970 and to the Massachusetts Early Edu-
cation Project.

The major findings of the study are summarized in the

remainder of this section.

1.1 Comparing Users and Non-Users (Demographic Variables)

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the 0E0-employed users

and eighty-one percent (81%) of the Comparison Group I members are

black; ninety-one percent (91%) of the OEO- employed users and

eighty-three percent (83%) of the Comparison Group I respondents

were females. The OEO- employed user group also included:

Younger ages (46% under 26 versus 26%)

More solo parents (55% versus 31%); more single
adult families, i.e., respondents who live with
no other adults (32% versus 22%)

Lower pay grades (74% in GS-7 or below versus 59%)

Lower total family income (32% below $8,500 versus
22%; 64% below $10,500 versus 31%).
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In this comparison of OEO employees who use the Child

Development Center versus those who use some other type of day

care, it should be noted that:

In all, it is estimated that about 92 OEO employees
would fall in the target population, i.e., would be
found to use full -time day care (30 hours or more
per week) for at least one preschool child and to
have no spouse at home (unmarried or spouse who
works during the day). These 92 include the 22
current users of the OEO CDC; thus, an estimated,
24% of the target population is currently using
the Center. Of the 92, the approximate number
estimated to be in each of three categories of
total family income and the percentage of these
using the OEO CDC are as follows:

Number Percent

Under $8,500 23 31%
$8,500 to $14,999 19 46%
$15,000 or over 47 13%

tTle 100%

Thus, the middle income group has a higher rate of
use than either of the other two groups; in fact,
the OEO CDC is used by this group more frequently
than any other type of day care.

For the lowest income group, the type of day care
most frequently used is informal out of home care.
Fifty-two pe-cent (52%) of this group are estimated
to use this kind of day care.

It is estimated that 46% of the high income members
of the target population use some type of day care
center (13% use OEO CDC, 33% use other centers).
For this group, if the OEO users are combined with
users of other renters, then day care centers are
the most frequently used type of arrangement.

High income parents use in-the-home arrangements
more frequently than either of the other two groups,
but it is still the least-used type of arrangement
at all income levels (19% of the high income group
and about 6% of the other two income groups combined).

A few persons did not give a response on family income.
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Overall, most members of the target group have only one

child under 6. This characteristic is somewhat higher for OEO

employees using the Center (86%) than for members of Comparison

Group I (76%). Similarly, the Center is used somewhat more fre-

quently by OEO employees in the target population having only

preschool children (26% of them are estimated to be using the

Center) than by those having both preschool and school age chil-

dren (an estimated 18%).

1.2 Estimated Demand for OEO Child Development Center

At the present time, the Child Development Center
has 43 users, 22 OEO employees and 21 employees of
other Federal agencies. It was estimated that the
maximum number of OEO employees with eligible chil-
dren and no spouse at home available for child care
full-time during working hours is approximately 107.
About 92 of these 107 are currently estimated to use
day care full time. The remainder are assumed to
be using day care for less than 30 hours a week.

Based on the assumption that one-third to one-half
of employees with eligible children represent the
pool for effective demand, an estimate of 45 OEO
users was developed as a more realistic upper bound
on potential demand.

1.3 Economic Benefits of the Child Development Center

The maximum potential economic benefit to OEO for
operation the CDC was estimated at $5,600 per
year. This figure was based on 45 OEO users.

Utilizing data from other studies, cost savings
from reduced turnover were estimated to be $45 per
user per year or $2,000 total annual savings.

Under certain assumptions, it was estimated that
the maximum potential savings from reduced absen-
teeiiriatardiness would be $80 per user per
year or $3,600 total annual savings.
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Data obtained from OEO personnel records did not
provide any indication of cost savings to OEO due
to reduced absenteeism and tardiness for CDC users.

Some economic benefit to the Federal government
might accrue through the recruiting and training
of under-qualified personnel, particularly welfare
mothers.

1.4 Preference Versus Usage

Ninety-one percent (91%) of the OEO employees currently

using the OEO CDC named the Center when asked what their preferred

type.of day care arrangement would be.

Seventy-one percent (71%) of Comparison Group I respon-

dents who currently use a day care center said that dey care

centers were their preferred type of day care arrangement.

Eighty percent (80%) of.those using informal arrange-

ments in tgeir homes named this same type of arrangement as their

preference. No one in this group stated a preference for the OEO

CDC.

Fifty-bv percent (52%) of those using informal out-of-

home arrangements would prefer a formal arrangement to the type

they are currently using.

1.5 Factors of Importance in Selecting Ideal Child Care

Arrangements

When asked to choose from a list of eight factors:

Sixty percent (60%) of the user group and 46% of
those in Comparison Group I reported that availability
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of a formal education was the most important factor
in choosing an ideal child care arrangement.

Twelve percent (12%) of users and 13% of Comparison
Group I called cost of child care the most important
factor.

Fifteen percent (15%) of Comparison Group I selected
having only one arrangement for all children as the
most important.

1.6 Trade-offs in Factors of Importance

Respondents were asked to choose among three factors --
cost, formal program, and closeness to home or work --
as being first, second, and third in importance to
them.

Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the users and 69%
of Comparison Group II rated formal program above
closeness or cost as the most important factor in
child care arrangements.

Cost was rated first of the three factors by 12% of
users and 15% of Comparison Group II respondents.

Closeness was not rated first by any Center user.
Only 4% of those in Comparison Group II rated close-
ness as most important.

When the responses to this set of quest' as are
compared to either actual behavior or the amount
respondents said they were willing to pay to obtain
various features in their day care, several kinds
of inconsistencies were found.

1.7 Satisfaction With the OEO Center

Users of the OEO CDC and users of other day care
centers were asked to rate their satisfaction with
each of 10 aspects of their centers on a six-point
scale.
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Users of the OEO CDC and users of other centers both
expressed a high degree of satisfaction. Both groups
had an average score on the ten specific fact.rs of
5.3 out of a possible 6.

Parent involvement, with an average score of 4.1, was
the source of the greatest dissatie!action for the
OEO CDC users.

Respondents were also asked to compare their previous
arrangyents to their current ones on 22 separate fea-
tures a day care. The scale used was "better, the
same, or worse." For purposes of analysis, the items
were grouped into four general categories -- center
organization, center program, parent cost /convenience,
and social benefits.

Using children enrolled in the OEO CDC as a base, we
found that the items included under the general cate-
gory of center organization were seen by the parents
as improved at the Center (as compared with previous
arrangements) on the average 65% of the time. This
same average (65%) held for the category of center
program. The category of social benefits produced
an average of 57% and the category of parent cost/
convenience was seen as least improved (41%).

1.8 Cost as a Factor in Making Day Care Decisions

Thirty-three percent (33%) of users and 53% of Com-
parison Group II respondents currently pay for day
care an amount that is similar to what they believe
they are able to pay, while 50% of the users and 29%
of Comparison Group II respondents currently pay
less than they believe they are able to pay. About
equal percentages of the two groups (17%-18%) pay
more than they feel they are able.

Cost was one of the reasons frequently cited by non-

users of the Center (29%) as a reason for non-use:

About 11% of Comparison Group II respondents are now
paying approximately the SAME amount for child care
that they would pay at the OEO Center, 53% are paying
LESS and 36% are paying MORE than they would pay at
the OEO Center.
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2. INTRODUCTION

The project described in this report represents one

part of a larger effort to evaluate a day care center operated

by the Office of Economic Opportunity for its Washington-based

employees. The center, hereafter referred to as the OEO Child

Development Center or OEO CDC, is actually used by both OEO

employees and employees of other Federal agencies (hereafter

referred to-as non -OEO employees). The center has been in opera-

tion since March 1972 and at the time of the data collection phase

of this project in July, 1972, 22 OEO employees and 21 non -OEO

employees were using the center. In all these 43 parents had 49

children enrolled in the center sp.anning the eligible age range

of 2-5 years.

2.1 Objectives

The primary purpose of the project was to gather data

through interviews with parents using the OEO CDC and with other

parents of young children employed at OEO. The major areas of

interest were the reactions of users and non-users to the center;

the preferences of users and non-users toward various types of

child care and their attitudes regarding the importance of various

factors involved in making decisions about child care arrangements;

and specific details concerning present and previous child care

arrangements.

From this type of information a comparison of users

vs. non-users; an analysis of key factors involved in making day

care decisions and the trade-offs among them; and an assessment

of user satisfaction were desired. In addition to these major

objectives, there was secondary interest in the application of
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a previously developed model for assessing the economic benefits

of employer-sponsored day care and in comparing the results of

the present study with other existing data bases.

2.2 The Questionnaires

The personal interview questionnaires for this project

were developed by Mary A. Rowe and Richard R. Rowe of the

MassachusEtts Early Education Project. These instruments are

shown in Appendix C of this report.

Three separate instruments were used to obtain the

information from parents. The first was designated the 0E0

questionnaire. It was designed to obtain information on number

and ages of children; to solicit general attitudes and opinions

regarding day care; and to obtain demographic or background

information of the respondents.

The second instrument was the Preschool Section. One

copy of it was to be filled in for each child 6 or younger. How-

ever, if it turn* out that a 6-year-old had already entered first

grade, the interview was switched from the Preschool questionnaire

to the third instrument, the Schoolchildren's Section.

The Preschool Section was intended to solicit fairly

specific information about the child's current child care arrange-

ment, a small amount of information on his previous arrangement

and the parent's opinions regarding comparisons of previous and

present arrangements.

The Schoolchildren's Section was much less detailed,

requiring only a small amount of information about where the child

spent time before and after school during last school year and
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what summertime arrangement had been made. Because the focus of

this study was on day care for children in the age range eligible

for the OEO center, no extensive analysis of the data from the

Schoolchildren's Section was conducted.

In addition to the personal interview questionnaires,

a telephone screening questionnaire was used in the beginning of

the project to identify potential non-user respondents. This

instr anent was based on a short mail questionnaire which had been

sent to all OEO employees by the Office of Evaluation in January,

1972. Out of approximately 1,100 employees, 732 responded to the

survey for a response of approximately 70%. A sample of 110 per-

sons drawn from a roste- of 328 non-respondents to this earlier

survey and 80 new employees who joined OEO between January and

July 1972 was selected for telephone screening, as Txplained in

Appendix A. The telephone screening instrument is shown in

Appendix C.

2.3 The Sample

One of the important goals of the study was to contrast

users of the OEO CDC and other OEO employees who were parents of

young children. Of particular interest in the case of non-users

were parents of preschool children; single parents or parents

whose spouses were not available for day care du -ing working

hours; and parents currently utilizing full-time day care for at

least one preschool child.

All users of the center at the time of data collection

(22 OEO employees and 21 non -OEO employees) were designated as

respondents. In other words, the users were not sampled but

were selected with certainty.
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For purposes of sampling non-users, all potential

respondents were classified in the following way:

Spouse at
Home

No Spouse
at Home

Preschool age children only 1 4

School age only 2 5

Both preschool and 'school 3 6
age children

The potentia respondents were classified based on an

earlier survey conducted by OEO before the CDC was opened. A

sample of non- respondents to this earlier survey and a sample of

new employees were selected for telephone screening as the first

phase of the project. Telephone respondents were added to the

sampling frame according to their classification in the scheme

shown above. Of the approximately 1,100 employees of OEO, classi-

fication data was available on 825 of them. About 600 of these

had no children under 15. In all, 241 respondents were classified

into the 6 cells above. These 241 persons constituted the non-

user sampling frame.

In drawing the non-user sample, there was considerably

more interest in those respondents classified in the right hand

column above (Cells 4-6), who had no spouse available at home for

day care. All non-users in Cells 4 and 6 were designated for

interview. Non-users in Cells 1 and 3 were sampled at the rate

of approximately 2 out of 3 and in Cell 5 at the rate of approxi-

mately 5 out of 7. No respondents were selected from Cell 2.

A detailed description of the sampling is provided in

Appendix A. In all, 201 respondents were designated for interview.

Interviews were completed with 180 of these. Of the remaining 21,

4 had children who were living with relatives outside the Washington
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area and were not interviewed for this reason. Nine had terminated

or transferred from OEO and were also designated ineligible. This

left 188 eligible respondents. Two were not interviewed because

their schedules did not permit time during the two weeks of data

collection; six were on leave during the time interviewing was

conducted. The effective response rate was 180 out of 188, or

96%.

The sample available. for analysis consisted of 43 users

of the CDC (22 OEO employees and 21 non -OEO employees) and 137 non-

users. Of particular interest in the non-user group were those

persons using some type of day care on a full-time basis for one or

more preschool children. Fifty-four such persons were identified.

It is estimated that these 54 persons represent a larger group of

about 70 OEO employees using full-time day care for one or more

children. The basis for this estimate is explained in the last

few paragraphs of Appendix A, Sample Design.

For purposes of analysis, the total group of 137 non-

users was subdivided in a number of ways. The next section pro-

vides an overview of the analysis task and describes these

subdivisions.

2.4 The Analysis Groups

There were a number of classification variables which

were felt to be important in analyzing the data from the OEO

questionnaire. These included the dimension of user vs. non-user;

the age classification of the children (preschool only, school age

only, or both); the distinction between OEO- employed and non -OEO-

employed users; and the contrast of non-users who had a spouse

at home available to provide day care during the day and those

who did not.
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In order to display the data from this small data base
against the many classification variables, and yet avoid tables
with very small numbers in the cells, it was decided to run two

separate sets of cross-tabulations of the OEO questionnaire data.
The banners for these. cross-tabulations are described in Appendix
D. These tables gave us a means of studying overall response

patterns and helped in planning subsequent analyses. However,

some of the non-users included in these tables were persons whose

spouses were not working and who had no particular need for day

care. Other non-users had only school age children who did not
require full-time day care. Therefore, it was decided to develop

a more relevant comparison group of non-users of the OEO CDC who

were users of other types of day care. The criterion for member-
ship in this group was:

No spouse at home available for day care during the
day.

At least one preschool child in 30 hours or more of
day care.

Fifty-four such non-users were identified. They form

a group that is referred to throughout as Comparison Group I. A
second set of cross-tabulations was run comparing users of the

OEO CDC to members of Comparison Group I. For these tables, each

respondent was classified according to the primary arrangement

she used for her child that was in day care the greatest number
of hours per week.

A number of the special analyses discussed in this

report were relevant only to persons who had children in the age

range eligible for care at the OEO CDC (2-5 years). For these,

a second comparison group was developed. Basically, it consists
of 48 of the 54 persons in Comparison Group I. The other six

were eliminated because their preschool children were either too
old or too young for the OEO CDC.

2-6



2.5 The Organization of the Report

2.5.1 Project Procedures

Most of the procedural information concerning how this

study was conducted is contained in the appendices. Appendices

A and B present information about the sample and the survey

methodology, respectively. Appendix C is comprised of the

questionnaires.

Appendix D describes the complete set of cross-tabula-

tions that were produced from the data. Appendix E contains a

number of recommendations regarding the questionnaires based on

the experiences of this project in utilizing them.

In Appendix F the important response inconsistencies

are noted. These will be primarily useful to persons who work

with the cross-tabulations produced by the study.

2.5.2 Results

In the chapter following this one, a profile comparing

users and non-users is developed. This is followed by chapters

which estimate the total universe of need among OEO employees

and the economic benefit of the center to OEO. Key factors in-

volved in making day care decisions and certain tradeoffs among

them are discussed next, followed by a comparison of the results

of this project with other day care studies.
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3. PROFILES OF USERS AND NON-USERS

3.1 Comparisons of Users vs. All Non-Users - General Com-

position of the Samples

As described in Section 1, the total interview sample

consisted of 180 respondents. Forty-three (43) of these respon-

dents were users of the OEO Child Development Center (CDC). One

hundred and thirty seven (137) respondents were not users of the

OEO CDC.

Two break-downs of this total group are shown in Table

3-1. The total sample of 137 non-users consisted of several

subgroups which had been selected using varying sampling fractions

(see Appendix A). In order to make comparisons between the user

group and the total non-user group, the responses for each indi-

vidual should be weighted to take account of the differences in

the probability of selection for various respondents. However,

many of the non-users are persons who essentially have no need

for day care. For example, 38 of the 137 non-users (28%) have

no preschool children; 37 of them (27%) have spouses whose occu-

pations were listed as "Housewife;" and out of the 144 preschool

children belonging to the non-user respondents, 63 (44%) spend

most of their daytime hours at home with the respondent's spouse.

The initial analyses comparing the user group vs. the

total non-user group were used to study overall response patterns

to the items in the questionnaires and to plan the subsequent

analyses. All further analyses of the data involved the users

and two specially-defined comparison groups who might be thought

of as potential users of the OEO CDC. These two comparison groups

are defined and discussed in the next two sections.
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Table 3-1. Composition of the total interview sample

A. By place of employment and presence or absence of spouse in
home during respondent's working hours

Total

Users

0E0 Employees Non-0E0 Employees Non-Users

Spouse
at

Home

No
Spouse

at
Home

Sub -

Total

180 1 21 22

Spouse
at

Home

No
Spouse

at
Home

Sub -

Total

Spouse
at

Home

No
Spouse

at
Home

0 21 21 43 94

B. By age classification of children

Total

Users Non-Users

Preschool
Only

Both
Preschool

and
School Age

Sub -

Total
Preschool
Only

School Age
Only

Both
Ages

Sub -

Total

180 34 9 43 68 38 31 137

3.2 Characteristics of Users vs. Non-Users: Comparison

Group I

Of the total sample of 180 respondents, 97 were selected

as showing need for some form of child care on a regblar basis.

Criteria for need were established as (1) presence in the home of

at least one preschool child, (2) absence of spouse (no spouse,

or spouse not available for child care during the day), and (3)

use of child care for at least one preschool child 30 hours or
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more per week. This group of 97 included the 43 CDC users and

54 users of other types of day care. These 54 persons are here-

after referred to as Comparison Group I.

Each parent in Comparison Group I was characterized by

present day care arrangements. To do this, the child who was in

day care for the greatest number of hours was selected and the

primary arrangement) for that child used to characterize the

parent. The groups resulting from this characterization were as

follows:

Table 3-2. Primary day care arrangements of relevant sample: OEO
CDC users vs. Comparison Group I

OEO CDC Users Comparison Group I

OEO
Employees

Non -OEO
Employees

Sub -

Total

Formal
Arrange-
ment

Informal
at Home

Informal
Out

of Home
Sub -

Total Total

22 21 43 17 10 27 54 97

"Formal arrangements" includes all other day care cen-

ters used by respondents; "Informal At Home" covers care in the

home by both relatives and non-relatives such as housekeepers or

babysitters; and "Informal Out of Home" covers those arrangements

made for child care at the home of a relative or non-relative.

3.2.1 Demographic Characteristics of the Sample

Table 3 -3. presents comparisons of the User Group and

Comparison Group I on several demographic variables. As may be

1 The arrangement in which the child spent the greatest number

of hours.
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expected; the sample is made up largely of females of child-
bearing age, since the working mother presents the largest cate-
gory of day care need. The CDC user group, however, with 51%
under the age of 26, is younger than the Comparison Group I, with
only 26% under the age of 26. The proportion of females is also
somewhat higher in the user group.

Of particular interest is the comparison of household
composition of users and non-users of the OEO Day Care Center.
While almost half (47%) of the center users are single-adult
families (single-parent family not living with relatives), only
22% of the comparison group fall in this category (69% of them
live with spouses and 9% with one or more other relatives). It
would appear that the multi-adult family with its possibilities
of shared child care responsibility, offers a wider range of child
care alternatives. This point is discussed further in a later
section.

Definition of groups by educational level, pay grade,
and total family income (Table 3-4) also shows fairly predic-
table patterns,

An unusually high percentage of the persons using formal
arrangements other than the OEO Day Care Center come from the edu-
cation level "some college." Whereas these persons represent 40%
of the total sample under analysis, they represent 65% of those
using non-0E0 formal arrangements.

Proportionately more respondents with graduate and pro-
fessional degrees use at-home care. These persons represent 10%
of the total sample and 50% of the at-home care group. A number
of hypotheses might be suggested for this. At-home care is prob-
ably the most convenient type of day care while, in the case of
at-home care by non-relatives, it is often the most expensive.
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It may be that the group classified in the highest category on

education do not feel as great a need for obtaining educational

experience outside the home and are willing to pay the price for

maximally convenient day care.

A higher degree of correlation between pay grades and

total family income may be noted for users than non-users, which

can be attributed to the greater percentage of single-adult

families in.'the user sample. Here again, the larger income from

multiple sources
1 of the comparison group provides greater possi-

bilities of alternative child care arrangements.

Total family income is obviously an important factor in

child care arrangements. While 63% of OEO center users show total

incomes below $10,500, only 31% of the total comparison group

report incomes below this level, and only 18% of the comparison

group using formal arrangements fall here. Eighteen percent of

center users report incomes above $15,000 tut at least 59% of the

comparison group are above that level.

Another way to view the effect of family income on

choice of day care is to look at the percentage of persons within

each income category who use various types of day care. In making

this type of comparison, it is necessary to take account of the

fact that all OEO CDC users were represented in the analysis,

whereas Comparison Group I repl-:sents only a sample of OEO employees

who use full-time day care for at least one preschool child.

1 By definition, Comparison Group I included only persons with

no spouse available at home for child care. Therefore, it can

be assumed that the majority of two-parent families in this

group have two incomes.
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The last few paragraphs of Appendix A, Sample Design,

contain an explanation of the fact that Comparison Group I repre-

sents an estimated 70 OEO employees who use thy care full-time

for one preschool child.

Table 3-5 snows the percentage of persons within each

of three income categories who use the various types of day care.

Non -OEO employees are removed from this analysis and data for

Comparison Group I employees are weighted by a factor of 70/54 (the

estimated size of the population divided by the size of the sample).

Table 3-5. Primary type of day care used by family income -

Family Income

Number
of OEO

Employees
Represented*

OEO Day
Care**
Center

Other Formal
Arrangements

Informal

Total

,

At
Home

Out of
Home

Under $8,500 22.6 31% 12% 6% 52% 100%

$8,500-$14,999 19.4 46% 13% 7% 34% 100%

$15,000 or over 47.4 13% 33% 19% 35% 100%

No response 2.6 - -- -- -- 100%

Total 92,0 24% 24% 14% 28% 100%

* Weighted totals. Each . omparison Group member represents 1.296
persona.

* *OEO employees only.

Parents in the middle income range ($8,500 - $14,999)

show the highest rate 'of use of the OEO CDC (46%). Of those

parents using some kind of formal arrangement (either the OEO CDC

or some other formal arrangement) those in the low- and middle-

income categories are much more likely to use the CDC than some

other formal arrangement, whereas those in the over $15,000 category
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are much more likely to be using a formal arrangement other thall

the CDC center. Since the majority of day care centers do not use

a graduated fee schedule based on income, these higher income

parents may be purchasing day care more reasonably (or at the same

price but more conveniently) at other centers.

In-home arrangements are the least-used type of day care

at low- and middle-income levels; they are much more prevalent in

high-income families than in the other categories. If the per-

centages for the 0E0 center and other types of formal arrangements

are combined, then formal arrangements are the most frequently

used type of arrangement for the total and for the middle- and

high-income groups. Informal out-of-home care is the most

frequently used type of day care for the low-income group, who

use this type much more frequently than either of the other twc

--Income groups do.

3.2.2 Comparisons by Number and Age of Children

Child care arrangements will frequently vary according

to the number of children in a family requiring care, and their

ages. Table 3-6 shows the number of children six years of age or

under in each family by the primary day care arrangement used by

the family.

Looking first at the total column of Table 3-6, it can

be seen that in the total sample of persons using full-day care

for at least one child, 78% of the families have only one child

six or under. For the CDC users this percentage is somewhat

higher (86%) than for the comparison group (76%). Only 3% of the

families have three children six or under. (None of the 97 had

mare than 3 children under six.)
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Table 3-7 displays these same data in another way.

From Table 3-7 it is possible to see the proportion of families

with only one child six or under who use the four different types

of day care, and so forth. As in Table 3-5, the data for Comparison

Group I has been weighted to allow for the fact that this is a

sample of a larger population. The OEO center has a higher usage

rate (26%) for families with only one preschool child than for

families with two or more (19%). Conversely, twenty percent (20%)

of the families with two or more children use at-home care (16% of

the families with two and 33% of the families with three) as com-

pared to 13% of the families with only one child.

Table 3-7. Number of children six years of age or under in home
by day care arrangement used

Number of
Children
6 or Under

Number
of OEO

Employees
Represented*

OEO
CDC**

Comparisbn Group I***
-

Total
Other
Formal

Informal
at Home

Informal
Out of Home

1 72.1 26% 23% 13% 38% 100%

2 16.0 19% 24% 16% 41% 100%

3 3.9 33% 33% 33% 99%

Total 92.0 24% 24% 14% 38% 100%

* Weighted totals.
** OEO employees only.
***Each of 54 sample respondents represents 1.296 full-time users

of other types of day /care for one or more preschool children.

Age of the children must also be considered. Where

there are school-age children requiring after-school care in

addition to preschool children requiring full-time care, an

arrangement which provides care for both would seem to have a
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definite appeal. Table 3-8 shows two categories of respondents -=

those with preschool children only and those with both preschool

and school age children. Although the percentage of persons with

both preschoollband school age children is relatively small (22

out of 92, or 24%), it may be noted that there is a perceptible

increase in informal arrangements (particularly at home) and a

decrease in use of the OEO CDC, when families have children in

both age groups.

3.3 Comparison Group II

For purposes of certain analyses discussed in subse-

quent chapters, it was desirable to limit the comparisons to

those non-users using full-time day cateTUr children in the

eligible age range for the OEO CDC (2-5 years). Six of the 54

people in Comparison Group I did not meet this criterion, i.e.,

the preschobl children for whom they were using full-time care

were either too young or too old tc be in the OEO CDC.

Comparison Group II consists simply of the 48 persons

in Comparison Group I who met the above criterion. Since the

two comparison groups are largely the same, no demographic

comparisons between users and Comparison Group II, such as those

presented in the last section for users vs. Comparison Group I,

have been presented.

3-14



41

T
a
b
l
e
 
3
-
8
.

A
g
e
 
c
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n
 
o
f
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
'
s
 
c
h
i
l
d
r
e
n
 
b
y
 
p
r
i
m
a
r
y
 
t
y
p
e
 
o
f
 
d
a
y
 
c
a
r
e
 
u
s
e
d

b
y
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t

A
g
e
 
C
l
a
s
s
i
f
i
c
a
t
i
o
n

o
f
 
R
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
'
s

C
h
i
l
d
r
e
n

O
E
O
 
C
D
C

U
s
e
r
s
*

C
o
m
p
a
r
i
s
o
n
 
G
r
o
u
p
 
I
*
*

T
o
t
a
l

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
a
g
e

T
o
t
a
l
 
N
u
m
b
e
r

R
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d

F
o
r
m
a
l

A
r
r
a
n
g
e
m
e
n
t
s

I
n
f
o
r
m
a
l

a
t
 
H
o
m
e

I
n
f
o
r
m
a
l

O
u
t
 
o
f
 
H
o
m
e

T
o
t
a
l

P
r
e
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
o
n
l
y

B
o
t
h
 
p
r
e
s
c
h
o
o
l

a
n
d
 
s
c
h
o
o
l
 
a
g
e

2
6
%

1
8
%

2
4
%

2
3
%

1
3
%

1
8
%

3
7
%

4
1
%

7
4
%

8
2
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

7
0

2
2

P
e
r
c
e
n
t
 
o
f
 
t
o
t
a
l

n
u
m
b
e
r

2
4
%

2
4
%

1
4
%

3
8
%

7
6
%

1
0
0
%

1
0
0
%

T
o
t
a
l
 
n
u
m
b
e
r

r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
e
d

2
2

2
2

1
3

3
5

7
0
*
*

9
2

*
 
O
E
O
 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
 
o
n
l
y
.

*
*
W
e
i
g
h
t
e
d
 
t
o
t
a
l
s
.

E
a
c
h
 
o
f
 
5
4
 
s
a
m
p
l
e
 
r
e
s
p
o
n
d
e
n
t
s
 
r
e
p
r
e
s
e
n
t
s
 
1
.
2
9
6
 
p
e
r
s
o
n
s
.



4. ESTIMATED DEMAND FOR OEO CHILD DEVELOPMENT CENTER

One of the objectives of this study was to estimate the

potential demand by OEO employees for the Child Development Center.

At the time of the study (July, 1972), the CDC was used by 22 OEO

employees and 21 employees of other Federal government agencies.

The purpose of this chapter is to consider only the potential

demand for the Center by OEO employees.

The Center accepts children of ages 2-5 years, hence, the

number of potential OEO users with children in this age bracket is

desired. Data available from the OEO census of all employees in

February, 1972, provides a starting point for the development of

an estimate. As discussed in Appendix A, the OEO employees that

responded were categorized into the cells displayed in Table 4-1.

If the characteristics of children's ages and status of spouse were

known for the 328 nonrespondents shown in Table 4-1, the universa

of OEO employees could be classified according to the parent

categories. Such an allocation of the nonrespondents over the

seven cells could be made on the basis of the respondents. For

example, 35 or 4.7% of the 732 respondents were in the category

both ages/spouse at home. The assumption can be-made that the

nonrespondents are no different than the respondents with regard

to the characteristics under consideration which implies that 4.7%

of the nonrespondents would be expected to fall into the same

category.

As discussed in Appendix A, a sample of the 328 non-

respondents was drawn for telephone screening in order to supple-

ment the respondent list. The 828 nonrespondents were combined with

80 employees who joined OEO between February and June, 1972, and

a sample of 110 of these was screened by Westat to find the
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Table 4-1. Results of OEO census - February, 1972

Parent Category
Spouse at

Home
No Spouse
at home Total

Preschool only 26 43 69

School-age only 44 50 94

Both ages 35 31 66

No children under 15 years 503

Total usable respondents
.

732

Nonrespondents 1
328

Total OEO employees 1,060

1
Includes some unusable responses.

number and ages of children. Completed telephone screening inter-

views were obtained from 93 of the 110 employees. Assuming the 17

who did not respond to Westat's screening interview are infact no

different with regard to the number and ages of children, the 93

respondents can be used to characterize the distribution of the 110

employees over the parent categories.

The percentage distribution of OEO employees by parent

category is shown in Table 4-2 for the original census, the tele-

phone screening survey in June and the combination of the two

surveys.

Inspection of Table 4-2 indicates that in the telephone

screening none of the 93 respondents were classified as parents

with children of both ages and no spouse at home. Consequently,

the combined results (distribution same as OEO census), appear
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Table 4-2. Percentage distribution of OEO employees by
parent category

Parent Category

OEO Census Westat Screen Combined

Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Preschool only/spouse
at home 26 3% 2 2% 28 3%

Preschool only/no
spouse at home 43 6% 7 8% ' 50 6%

School-age only/spouse
at home 44 6% 3 3% 47 6%

School-age only/no
spouse at home 50 7% 10 11% 60 7%

Both ages/spouse at
home 35 5% 6 6% 41 5%

Both ages/no spouse at
home 31 4% 0 0% 31 4%

No children under 13
years 503 69% 65 70% 568 69%

Total respondents 732 100% 93 100% 825 100%

to offer the most realistic distribution for allocation of the

original 328 nonrespondents to the parent categories. Based on

the combined distribution, Table 4-3 diiplays the allocation of

all OEO employees into path-Et-categories. Table 4-3 provides a

snapshot of the OEO employees from which estimates of potential

demand for the CDC can be extracted.

The CDC accepts children in the age bracket 2-5 years,

consequently, only two parent categories contain employees with

eligible children, preschool only and both ages. Evidence from

this survey and others further suggests that those employees with
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Table 4-3. Profile of OEO employees by parent category based on
census and imputation of nonrespondents - February,
1972

Parent Category
Spouse at
Home

No Spouse
at Home Total

Preschool only 36 63 99

School -age only 64 73 137

Both ages 51 44 95

No children under 13 years 729

Total OEO employees 1,060

spouses at home are not primary users of day care. Of the 43 CDC

users only one has a spouse at home. Excluding the employees with

spouse at home in the two categories with eligible children leaves

a total of 107 (63 and 44, Table 4-3) OEO employees. Under the

assumptions, the 107 employees represent an upper bound on the

potential number of OEO users for the CDC. Clearly such a figure

only represents potential demand and is certainly not a good

estimate of expected or effective demand. As found in the survey,

many employees preferred other day care arrangements rather than

the OEO CDC. Ogilviel found in,bis survey that only one-third to

one-half .1f all eligible children would be expected to actually

enroll in an employee-sponsored day care center. Assuming a

constant number of eligible children per potential user, the same

percentages would hold for users which would yield a range of

estimates from 35 to 53 OEO users. The CDC currently has 22 OEO

1
Ogilvie, Donald G. Employer-Subsidized Child Care, Inner City
Fund, Washington, D. C. 1972.
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employees using their services. Perhaps doubling this number, or

45 OEO users, would be a reasonable estimate of the maximum effec-

tive demand that might be generated (with the present services and

policies) within OEO. Without changes in policies such as the fee

or other inducements, this growth would probably be slow over a

number of years.

Although not directly comparable, it is of interest to

compare these demand estimates with the findings reported by

Ogilvie. Utilizing national data prepared by the Bureau of Labor

Statistics and the Bureau of the Census, Ogilvie constructed a

profile of a typical large female work force indicating the number

of eligible children that would require day care. He estimated

that a work force of 1,000 females would have approximately 100

eligible children (ages 3-5). Considering the OEO female work

force of approximately 600, this would imply about 60 eligible

children in the ages 3-5 years. Ogilvie does not consider two-

year olds in his estimates but from this study about 431 more

children should be added to cover the range 2-5 years giving an

estimate of 86 eligible children. This would give estimates of

28 to 43 eligible children that might be expected to enroll in the

CDC. Using 1.14 eligible children per user (based on 49 children

for 43 CDC users), the estimated number of OEO users would be

25-38 employees. These figures are somewhat less than the estimate

of 35-53 0E0 employees arrived at above. Both set of estimates

depend on the assumption that one-third to one-half of the eligible

users will in fact become actual users of the day care cente .
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5. ESTIMATION OF ECONOMIC BENEFIT TO OEO

The study design calls for the estimation of the potential

minimum and maximum economic benefits to the Office of Economic

Opportunity resulting from sponsoring day care for its employees.

The objectives most often cited for employersponsored child care

programs include reduced employee absenteeism, tardiness and turn-

over due to child care problems, enhancement of recruiting ability,

and, ultimately, improved employee productivity due to removal

of concern for child care problems.- Another objective that is

sometimes given is the removal of child care as an obstacle to

employment and occupational development. As related to economic

benefits, this latter objective is more at the societal level than

the individual employer level. In other words, the economic bene-

fits may be considered to accrue to society as a whole rather than

to the individual employer.

While the potential benefits accruing to an employer

that provides an adequate day care program may seem conceptually

sound, empirical evidence to support the assumpt!_on of the bene-

fits is almost nonexistent. A recent study by Ogilviel is the

most extensive investigation of employer-subsidized child care

programs. The general methodology developed in that study for

estimating the potential economic benefits to be realized from

an employer-sponsored child care program was used in this evalua-

tion of the OEO program. The general approach was based on the

assumption that, in theory at least, employers should be willing

to subsidize child care services for an amount up to the potential

direct and indirect savings generated by these services. Cash

-.savings_ can be realized by reducing absenteeism, tardiness, and

turnover due to child care problems. Additional savings may also
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result from an employer's ability to recruit individuals which

would not be available without suitable day care arrangements.

Each of these potential benefits will be discussed in terms of

the OEO day care center _in light of the model developed and-.

presented by Ogilvie.

5.1 Employee Absenteeism

There appears to be a growing concern on the part of

industry for employee absenteeism. Recent accounts of this in-

creasing problem have been dramatized in the news media. Many

day care planners believe that inadequate child care arrangements

cause an appreciable amount of this absenteeism among female

employees. It is further hypothesized that employer-subsidized

child care programs will reduce child-related absenteeism.

Although this hypothesis may seem intuitively reasonable on the

surface, empirical evidence could not be 'found by Ogilvie to

support it.

5.1.1 Analysis of OEO Personnel Leave Records

The potential savings from reduced absenteeism equals

the cost of an absentee day times the average number of days of

absenteeism that are avoided in a year. Ideally one would like

to have employee records that showed the amount of absenteeism

before and after the installation of the day care program. OEO

personnel records were analyzed in an attempt to identify the

effect of the OEO day care program on the absenteeism of center

users. Since the Child Development Center sponsored by OEO

commenced operations in March 1972, leave data were collected for

a five-month period, April-August, for the current year 1972 as

well as the previous year 1971 for the OEO users of the center.
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Similar data were collected for a sample of non-users. The

rationale for investigating the leave records was to consider

the leave patterns of employees to determine possible effects of

child care. This was a difficult task due to the fact that OEO

personnel records, like most such records, indicate only annual

leave, sick leave and leave without pay with no reasons given as

to the cause of leave without pay. While it is acknowledged that

sick leave is not to be used except-in the case of employee sick-

ness, most would agree that probably some sick leave taken by

working mothers is due to child care problems.

Consideration was given to the best method for

analyzing annual leave, sick leave, and leave without pay such

that potential benefits from the OEO CDC might be discovered.

Review of the OEO personnel records indicated that very few indi-

viduals take leave without pay and it is almost always for cases

of prolonged illness or pregnancy. Since annual leave is an en-

titlement whose cost accrues to the employer regardless of the

purpose for which it is used, its only real concern in a cost-

benefit relation in the present study would be based on patterns

of leave that may affect work loads and output in a particular

office. For this reason, use of annual leave as a gauge of

tardiness and absenteeism appears to have little validity except

possibly in the case of small amounts of unplanned leave taken,

which could interrupt the work process. Sick leave may be viewed

by some employees as a fringe benefit to be taken as earned whether

actually sick or not. Because this is not the intended use of sick

leave, absences due to sick leave were investigated for the users

of the OEO Day Care Center and a companion group of non-users.

The control group of non-users, labelled earlier in

this report as Comparison Group I, consisted of a sample of 54

OEO employees who currently have at least one iiWschool child

utilizing 30 hours or more of day care per week and have no spouse
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at home. Table 5-1 compares the average number of hours of sick

leave.taken per pay period.(two weeks) per individual for 'the

user and non-user groups over the same five-month period in 1971

and 1972. Records were not available on some OEO employees due

x. an audit that was being talon at the time of this investigation.

Others did not have 1971 records because they had joined the

agency since that date. Findings presented in Table 5-1 for the

year 1572 indicate that users take more sick leave (absences)

than do ncn -users of the OEO chiles care program. When the sick

leave records for users during the five-month operating period

of, the Center in 1972 are compared for the same time period in

the previous year prior to the oraning of the OEO Center, the

users appear to take more sick leave now. In summary, there was

no evidence from the sick leave data that the use of the CDC

reduces the amount of sick leave taken.

At tne outset of the investigation on the possible con-

tribution of the OEO Center to reduced tardiness and absenteeism,

it was suggested that annual leave taken by the two groups be

compared also. As alluded to above, it seemed inconsistent to

,expect an actual reduction in the total amount of annual leave

taken by CDC users. The amount of annual leave earned should be

greater in 1972 than 1971 because of the growth of earned leave

as a function of years of service. It was, therefore, decided

to review the annual leave taken in small amounts to test the

hypothesis that users have less requirements to take a few hours

of annual leave periodically as a primary indicator of possible

child care problems. In Table 5-2 the average number of hours

of annual leave taken in the amounts less than eight hours at a

time per pay period pew individual is shown for each group. The

average amount of all annual leave taken is also shown.

Employees of OEO using the CDC had more leave while

non-0E0 employees using the Center took less leave than fcr the
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Table 5-1. Comparison of sick leave taken during the period
April-August in 1971 and 1972 by users and non-users
of OEO Child Development Center

User Group - Non-User Group

OEO Employees Non -OEO Employees OEQ Employees

Number of Employees 22 21 54

Year 1971 1972 1971 1972
-

1971 1972

Number of employes
whom leave records
available 10 15 9 16 33 39

Average hours of
sick leave taken
per pay period
per individual 2.91 4.58 2.14 3.36 2.81 3.17

Average number of
days per pay
period that sick
leave of less than
8 hours taken 0.46 0.76 0.44 0.68 0.45 0.47

Percent taking sick
leave 100% 100% 100% 94% 88% 87%
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Table 5-2. Comparison of annual leave taken in the amounts less
than eight hours during period April-August in 1971
and 1972 by users and non-users of OEO Child Develop-
ment Center

User Group Non-User Group

OEO Employees Non -OEO Employees OEO Employees

Number of Employees 22 21 54

Year 1971 1972 1971 1972 1971 1972

Number of employees
whom leave records
available 10 15 9 16 33 39

Average hours of
annual leave (less
than 8 hrs.) taken
per pay period per
individual 2.19 3.25 4.41

-

2.74 2.99 2.66

Average hours of
annual leave taken
per pay period per
individual 5.28 6.01 5.08 4.74 6.16 5.02
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same period in 1971. Likewise, the same pattern was true for

all annual leave taken. The results presented in Table 5-2 are

difficult to interpret with regard to possible implications for

day care. There is no evidence that OEO users of-the CDC are

absent or tardy less in 1972 than in 1971 before the CDC was in

operation.

According to the Personnel Officer of one of the

Federal agencies other than dto whose employees utilize the OEO

CDC, the pattern of taking annual leave as earned in small

amounts is typical of the younger employees. Probably only an

insignificant part of the total leave used in this fashion could

be attributed to child care problems.

5.1.2 Interview Responses

Another source of information on tardiness and absen-

teeism was the responses to the Westat interviews of users and

non-users. Each respondent was asked for the number of times

in the last two months that child care arrangements had caused

her/him to be late to work and absent to work (Questions C and

D on page 12 of parent questionnaire, Appendix C). As shown in

Table 5-3, less than 20% of absenteeism in a two -month period

due to child care arrangements. Assuming that an individual

late to work misses two hours and those absent are-out for eight

hours, the total days per employee lost because of child care

problems for a two-month period are estimated in Table 5-4.

Realizing the shortcomings of this type of recall data by respon-

dents, it appears that the non-users of the OEO Center who have

other formal arrangements do much better in terms of less time

lost. The reason for this is unknown.
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The CDC is not equipped to care for sick children,

therefore a parent of a sick child must make other arrangements
sometimes at the last moment, or remain home with the child.

Consequently, the CDC would not be expected to reduce absenteeism.

While the data presented in Tables 5-3 and 5-4 are not

very informative for our immediate quest to determine the economic
benefits that may or may not accrue to OEO due to reduced tardi-

ness and absenteeism, the findings give some indication, perhaps,

of the actual magnitude of these problems due to child care
arrangements.

5.1.3 Estimated Cost Saving

In conclusion, there is no empirical evidence that OEO
benefits from the Child Development Center in the reduction of
tardiness and absenteeism. It should be recognized that this

conclusion is not based on high quality data since the personnel
records give no indication of time away from job due to child care
problems. As pointed out by Ogilvie, reliable data is not available
on the of employee absenteeism. In his study all employer-
subsidized child care programs interviewed cited absenteeism as
one of the principal justifications for the.program. However, none
had empirical data to verify the hypothesis that a day care program
reduces absenteeism.

Based on the above discussion, the minimum benefit to OEO
in terms of cost savings from reduced absenteeism and tardiness in
sponsoring the Child Development Center is zero with some chance of
it actually being slightly negative. As in the case of other day

care centers, the parents are encouraged to participate in the

program as volunteers, and attend meetings at the centers. In the
past supervisors have sometimes let the employees engage in these
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activities on the employer's time. A recent policy allows (AO

users of the CDC to take three h9urs of administrative leave per

pay period to participate in the child care program. This involve-

ment costs the employer in greater absenteeism from the job.

Perhaps, one could argue that the parent is more motivated during

the working hours because of the satisfaction and participation

in the child care program. Such intangibles are beyond the scope

of this investigation.

A difficult question concerns itself with the maximum

cost savings OEO could_expect due to reduced absenteeism by CDC

users. In order to speculate on such a figure, it is useful to

consider the cost of absenteeism. From Table 5-1, the average

number of sick leave hours taken in 1972 for OEO employees (users

and non-users) is approximately 3.6 per pay period or about 94

hours per year. The median GS level of OEO CDC users was

Grade 6, $9,500 per year, or $4.62 per hour yielding an estimated

annual cost of absenteeism of $402 per employes. In a previous

chapter it was estimated that the maximum number of OEO employees

that might be expected to use the CDC was 45. (With a capacity

for 60 children the CDC can accomodate approximately 50 users.

An upward shift from the current 22 OEO users to 45 would imply

a reduction of non -OEO users from the current 21 users to 5

assuming the current CDC capacity.) Therefore, assume $402 times

45 OEO CDC users and the estimated annual cost of absenteeism

would be about $18,000. Although there is no evidence to suggest

that day care actually reduces absenteeism, if it could be reduced

by 20% the cost savings would be $3,600 annually under the above

assumptions. On a per user basis-, the 20% reduction in absenteeism

would yield an estimate of roughly $80. From this exercise it

would seem that potential savings of $80 per user per year would

not be an unreasonable estimate.
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Ogilviel reported on a survey of 29 corporations con-
ducted by American Management Association about the direct cost
of absenteeism. The survey reported absenteeism costs tended
to range between 1% and 6% of the direct annual wages paid to
employees with a median of slightly less than 3%. For an em-
ployee earning of $9,500, this would give an estimate of $285 per
year.

5.2 Employee Turnover

The second area of potential savings to OEO from the
operktion of the Child Development Center is employee turnover.
Cost of turnover include tangible costs such as recruiting, selec-
tion, placement, break-in, formal training, lost production and

extra employer taxes; intangible costs may include inefficiencies
caused by broken work teams, disruption of morale, and stimulation
of additional turnover. If child-related problems account for a
significant amount of all turnover, and if the OEO Center reduced

child-related turnover, then the potential savings could be high.

The OEO child care program has been in operation for
only six months, consequently sufficient data are not available
from users to determine the effect of the program on turnover.
The OEO personnel office estimates annual turnover to be 25%.
Without data from OEO CDC users to indicate possible reductions
in turnover, it is only possible to speculate on possible benefits
from reduced turnover. Ogilvie 1

reported that child care problems
appear to account for a small percentage of total turnover except
in a small number of companies with a large, predominately female,
labor force. He also concluded that employer-subsidized child
care does not appear to have a significant impact on turnover.

22. cit.
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A study, prepared by the Administrative Management Society

and cited in Ogilvie suggested that a maximum of 10-15% of female

turnover could be caused by child-related problems. If the annual

turnover rate at OEO is 25%, then based on the above figures, it

would seem overly optimistic to expect the child care program to

reduce this annual turnover by more than about 3%. For a Center

with 45 OEO users the potential reduction would be from an ex-

pected 11 employees terminating to an expected 10 for one year.

In other words, for a center with 45 users the maximum numberiof

annual turnovers that could be prevented might be 1. What would

this mean in terms of costs?

Pew employers have suitable information to estimate turn-

over costs. The OEO Personnel Office does not develop turnover

casts. Ogilvie found some data on turnover costs with a single

study by the Merchants and Manufacturers Association. Although

the study is referred toas an "excellent" study, it was based

on a survey of 2,000 companies .pith a 16% response rate. Such a

low response rate casts considAable doubt on any statistical

findings. Understanding the quality of the data, the survey found

the average turnover costs were $1,139 for office and technical

personnel and $3,667 for salaried exempt employees. These cost

estimates are derived from the cost of separations plus the cost

of a hire. The cost of a separation is the sum of administrative

costs, lost productivity and other miscellaneous costs. If one

is willing to accept that, on the average, a termination costs

OEO between $1,100 and $2,700, say $2,000, the maximum annual

benefit from reduced turnover would be estimated at $2,000 based

on the reduction of turnover of 1 employee. This would yield an

estimate of about $45 savings per user per year based on 45 OEO

CDC users.
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The minimum potential annual cost savings due to turn-
overs is estimated at zero dollars. This figure was based pri-
marily on an interview with a member of the 0M0 Personnel Office.

The personnel officer could not recall a termination where child
care was given by the department employee as the primary reason
for leaving OEO. A policy which tends to affect some of the
potential savings that might accrue to OEO because of reduced

turnover for CDC users is the fact that as longas-tereinated
OEO employees work for the Federal government the CDC is avail-
able to them.

t.3 Improved Recruiting

Another major hypothesis used to support employer-

subsidized child care programs is that the recruitment ability
can be enhanced by attracting female employees who would not other-
wise be available. Day care could only have recruiting value to
OEO in the situation where the work force is below the desired
level. If OEO was faced with the condition of not being able to
attract qualified female employees, a child care program could
improve recruiting. An agency or company operating with less than
the desired work force incurs an opportunity cost for each day of
production foregone. Such a cost can be estimated, at least

conceptually, in terms of output foregone. In the private sector:
case the cost is generally measured in terms of profits foregone.

For an organization in the public sector such as OEO, the units
of measurement are more difficult. One possible measure might be
the amount of planned budget foregone. This assumes, of course,
that the budget was planned in light of specific output goals.

In an interview with an OEO personnel officer, it was
indicated that the OEO Child Development Center was not used in an
active manner in 0E0's recruitment. The program is explained to
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those interviewees who request such information. Evidently, the

personnel office does not view the child ca- program as a benefit

in the same sense as other employee fringe benefits. Consequently,

the value of the OEO Center for recruiting purposes thus far is

negligible.

The labor pool in Washington, D. C. is adequate to supply

OEO with potential employees independent of child care facilities.

This is expected to remain true in the foreseeable future as well,

hence the Center can not be expected to accrue economic benefits to

OEO because of improved recruiting.

Thus far, the discussion has centered on potential

benefits to OEO. In the area of recruitment, one might argue that

OEO's hiring and training of underqualified typists and clerical

personnel has economic benefit to the Federal Government and society

as a whole. The OEO personnel officer indicated that OEO feels a

responsibility to recruit and train some reasonable numbers of such

individuals. Although this represents a cost to OEO, it has an

economic benefit to society particularly in the case where the

newly-hired working mother is taken from the welfare roles.

From this study there is no satisfactory way to estimate

how many females not currently in the labor market could be attracted

into employment if adequate day care was available to them. Ques-

tion rb of the OEO questionnaire concerned whether the respondent's

spouse would go to work or would work more than at present if ade-

quate day care were available. Out of 46 employees whovere asked

this question, 11 or about 25% indicated that their spouses would

go to work or work more. hours if adequate day care were available.

When asked what type of day care would be preferred, two of the

eleven respondents mentioned the OEO Center. ApparenJ4 there is

age need for day care among the segment of employees with spouses
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at home, but it is unclear as to the degree of need and what it

would take, in the'way of day care, to motivate these spouses to

enter the labor market or increase their current participation.
In addition, 23 respondents. were asked whether relatives residing

in their household, other than spouses, would seek employment if
day care was available. Only one responded yes. Because of the
many. uncertainties of the unemployed spouses (and other relatives)
of respondents in our sample actually entering the labor market,

they were not considered in the potential demand.

5.4 Estimated Total Value of Dal; Care

In order to arrive at estimates of the minimum and maximum
potential economic benefits to OEO from operations of the Child

Development Center, the individual estimates due to reduced absen-
teeism and tardiness, reduced turnover and the enhancement-to

recruiting must be aggregated. Considering in each case discussed
above the minimum expected benefit was zero dollars, then obviously

the estimated minimum for total benefit would likewise be zero.

In the case of maximum economic benefits, it was esti-
mated that potential cost savings of $80 per user per year might
be realized from reduced absenteeism and tardiness and about $45

per OEO CDC user from reduced turnover. These combined estimates
yield an estimate of maximum total potential economic benefit by
$125 per OEO Sser savings of about $5,600 per year for OEO.

Currently, 22 OEO employees are CDC users; at this level the

maximum annual cost savings would be estimated at $2,750. As
indicated above in the development of these figures, they repre-

sent speculative values based on little firm data.
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Ogilvie' concluded that employers should have the

following characteristics to justify an employer-subsidized

child care center:

1. a large female lab4r force located in one geo-
graphical area; probably about 1,000 women,

2. a sustained need for add_tional female employees
in order to utilize the recruiting value of day

care, and

3. above average turnover and absenteeism costs.

`0E0 does not meet the first regtirement and it is ques-

tionable whether the second characteristic applies.
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6. SATISFACTION WITH THE OEO CHILD DEVELOPMENT

CENTER AND OTHER CENTERS

This chapter begins with a review of OEO CDC users'

reported satisfaction with various aspects of the center and a

comparison of their satisfaction with the importance they attach

to various factors. Following this, similar analyses are pre-

sented for members of Comparison Group II who used other day

care centers.

In general, OEO CDC users were highly satisfied with

the center on almost all countis. OEO employees using other day

care centers also reported high levels of satisfaction and it

should be noted that studies of two other federally-sponsored

day care centers
1 also showed high levela of user satisfaction

(see Chapter 9).

NO,

6.1 Satisfaction-With Ten Aspects of the OEO Center

Question 29 of the OEO questionnaire required users

of the OEO CDC tc rate their relative satisfaction or dissatis-

faction with various factors of the Center organization and

pror Am, using the following scale:

DON'T
SATISFIED DISSATISFIED KNOW

6 5 4 3 2 1 0

0

The Depa-,:cment of Labor an,1 the Department of Health, Education
and Welfare centers.
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Ratings throughout tended to be high and, on most factors, a

relatively small number of users expressed degrees of dissatis-

faction (ratings of 3, 2, or 1). Table 6-1 presents an analysis

of the user ratings. With the exception of the factor "parental

involvement," the average ratings ranged from 5.3 to 5.9 (with

6.0 representing complete satisfaction). One-third of all users

expressed at least some dissatisfaction with parental involvement

at the Center. Twelve percent_1121) were dissatisfied with the

cost of the program.

No factors, hours of operation and convenience of

location, received no ratings of dislatisfaction (3, 2, or 1).

--it is interesting to note that these are two aspects of Center
operation on which there was considerable parental involvement
in setting Center policy.

Satisfaction with Center aides showed the biggest

point spread between OEO employees and non -OEO employees,

although only one employee in each group actually expressed

diwiatisfaction with the aides.

6.2 Comparison of Satisfaction and Importance of Various

Factors

Question 16 of the OEO parent questionnaire required
each respondent to rate 22 specific aspects of day care arrange-

ments as to their importance to the respondent in choosing a day
care arrangement. While these 22 items do not benr a one-to-two

correspondence to the 10 aspects rated for satisfaction in

Question 29 (see Section 6.1), certain comparisons are possible.
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The following list shows a set of items that were

selected to compare to eight aspects of Question 29:

Satisfaction Factor
from Question 29

A. Director of Day Care
Center

B. Child/Teacher Ratio

C. Aides at the Center

E. Effects of this Program'
on Your Child

F. Individual Attention
that Your Child is
Receiving

G. Extent to Which Parents
Are Involved in the
Program

I. Hours the Center is Open

J. Convenience of the
o Location

6-4

Importance Factor
from Question 16

F. An adult staff that
takes time to tell you
how your child is doing.

P. Staffed by adults who
are well trained.

Q. Enough staff members to
provide my child with
individual attention.

T. Fewer than ten children
per adult.

F. in adult staff that
takes time to tell you
how your child is doing.

P. Staffed by adults who
are well trained.

M. Helps children to get
along better with each
other.

U. Teaches children how
to mind and follow
directions.

Q. Enough staff members
provide my child with
individual attention.

T. Fewer than ten children
per adult.

D. Involves parents.

C. Open convenient hours.

B. Within walking distance
of home.

I. Within walking distance
from work.



Table 6-2 shows the results of these comparisons of

importance and satisfaction ratings. As in the case of the

satisfaction ratings from Question 29, the importance ratings

given by the respondents tended to cluster at the high end of

the seen -point scale used for Question 16. Thus, most of the

ratings indicated that the users felt the items were very

important.

It is of interest to note that while 14 of the users

expressed Cissatisfaction with parental involvement at the Center,

3 of these (21%) did not find parental involvement more than

somewhat important.

The lowest ratings of .importance appqy for hours of

operation, where 23% found this only somewhat important, and

convenience of location, where 27 out of the 43 users (63%) found

this factor only somewhat or not at all important. All users

rated these two factors as satisfactory.

6.3 Satisfaction of the Children

Question 30 of the OEO questionnaire asked users to

rate their children as very, fairly, or not very happy with the

OEO program. Table 6-3 indicates that 82% of the OEO employees

and 95% of the non -OEO employees felt their children were very

happy, and 100% of both groups felt their childrt..., were either

very or fairly happy at the Center.
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6.4 Comparison of OEO Center With Previous Child Care

Arrangements

Question 51 of the preschool questionnaire required the

respondents to rate 23 itemsl which are features of various child

care arrangements, comparing their current child care at the OEO

Center with previous child care arrangements used. Table 6-4

shows responses by the following categories:

Center organization,

Center program,

Parent cost/convenience, and

Social benefits.

Since this analysis involved the preschool file, each

child.is represented once and respondents who had more than one

child enrolled in the center are represented more than once.

This results in an N of 48 for Table 6-4.

The general category of center program shows the most

substantial improvement over previous arrangements. On the

average, center program fea:ures were reported to be improved

for 65% of the children and worse for only 1%. In particular,

the formal educetional program is rated as improved in 81% of

the cases.

The factors listed under parent cost/convenience

showed the lowest average number of respondents reporting improve-

ment in their situation. Only distance from work and cost show

1
Twenty -ti of these 23 items were identical to the items
of Question 16, OEO questionnaire which parents rated for
importance. One additional item, "Cost to you," appeared in
Question 51 of the preschool questionnaire, but -not in
Question 16 of the OEO questionnaire.
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Table 6-4. Comparisons cf ONO Center to previous child care
arrangements for 48 children enrolled in conter.*-

Category

Center
Organiza-
tion

Item"~ Better

Men included in .staff 39
Staff reports to
parents
Well trained staff
Staff adequate for
individual attention 28
Staff/child ratio
1/10 or better

33
33

Average

= 24

Center
Program

Formal educational
program
Teaches social ad-
justment
Teaches obedience
and understanding

Average

Same Worse D
o.

81%

694
69%

58%

50%

31 65%

6 13%

13 27%
12 25%

13 27%

14 29%

12 25%

2 4%

1 2%
1 2%

5 10%

8 17%

3 6%

39 81%

30 63%

24 50%

31 65%

7 15%

15 31%

23 48%

15 31%

1 2%

.3 1%

Parent
Cocci
Conven-
ience

Within walking dis-
tance of work 37 77%
-Cost 33 69%
Involve, parents 23 48%
Dependable & reliable 20 42%
Open convenient hours'20-
Safe and clean 19 40%
Provides extra meal 19 40%
Available year after
year
Available day or
night
Within walking
'distance of home 9 19%
All children of family
*together after
school*** r7 1St

18

12

38%

25%

Average 20 41%

4 8%
7 15%

21 44%
25 52%
24 50%
26 54%
22 46%

26 544

20 42%

12 25%

3 66

17 36%

4 8%
7 15%
2 4%
1 2%
2 41

5 10%

1 2%

12 25%

22 46%

19%

6 12%

Social
Benefits

Racially integrated
Child eager to attend
With children like
self
Staff of same ethnic
background

Average

35
30

30

73%
63%

63%

14 29%

27 57%

11 23%
17 35%

16 33%

21 44%

16 35%

5_ 10%

1 2%

No
NA es nse
o.
1 2%

1 2%
2 4%

2 4%

2 4%

2 4%

1 21

3 6%

1 it

1.7 3%

3 6%
1 2%
2 4%
2 4%
2 40
3 6%
2 4%

3 6%

4 8%

5 lue

29 60%

5 11%

2 4%
1 2%

2 4%

8 17%

3 6%

***

Includes response for each of-48 children attending
Center; parents with-two children represented twice.

Only abbreviated captions for the items are shown.
For original wording, see Appendix C.

This question was acke0 only if the parent had both
preschool and schoolaol children. In 28 of the 48
cases, it was not asks... There was one non-respondent.
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improvement for more than half of the children in thgt center,

with 15% showing increased cost and 8% increased distance. Day

or night availability, distance from home, and possibility of

keeping children together all are rated substantially worse in

comparison with previous arrangements.

Individual items: considered to be an improvement over

previous arrangements fox 50% or more of the children are listed

separately in TaLle 6-5.

The responses to Question 51 involved comparisons of the

OEO center to a variety of different types of previous arrangements.

Of the 48 children enrolled in the CDC, 35 of them (73%) had

previously been in informal armagements (63% outside the home;

10% in the home); thirteen of them (27%) had been in formal arrange-

ments (21% in other day care centers; 6% in nursery school and/or

kindergarten). Given that about three-quarters of the children

had previously be in informal arrangements, it is not surprising

that the users as a group found improvements in the area of program

and some loss of convenience.

The three factors in Table 6-4 which show the highest

number of responses indicating that the CDC is worse than the

previous arrangement are "within walking distance of home,"

"available day or night," and "staff/child ratio 1:10 or-better."

The first two are not unexpected, given a comparison of predom-

inantly informal previous arrangements to a center located near

the place of work. Of the eight children for whom staff/child

ratio was reported to be worse in the OEO CDC than in their

previous arrangement, all had previously been in informararrange-

ments -- four with relatives at other homes, three with non-

relatives at other homes, and one with a relative in the child's

home.

6-10



Table 6-5. Factors on which 0E0 Center is reported better than
previous child care arrangement for more than 50%
of the children*

Category Item**

Percent of
Children for
Which Center
is Viewed
as Better

' Center
Organization

Men included in staff

Staff reports to parents

Well trained staff

Staff adequate for
individual attention

Fewer than ten children
per adult

81%

69%

69%

58%

50%

Center Program Formal educational
program

Teaches social adjustment

'Teaches obedience and
understanding

81%

63%

50%

Parent Cost/ Walking distance from
Convenience work

Cost to parent

77%

69%

Social Benefits Racially integrated

With children like self

Child eager to attend

73%

'63%

63%

* Based on responses for each of 48 children attending; parents
with two children represented twice.

** Only abbreviated captions for items are shown. For original
wording, see Appendix C.
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6.5 Importance of Factors at OEO Center Reported to be

Worse in Comparison With Previous Arrangements

To the extent that users found various aspects of the

OEO Center to be less satisfactory than their previous arrange-
-

ments, there was an interest in knowing what importance they

attached to the factors seen as less satisfactory. Rs reported

in the last section, users very infrequently said that the OEO

CDC was worse than what they had previously experienced. In

fact, on none of the 23 comparison items did a majority of the

users find the OEO CDC to be worse.

The four factors most frAquently noted to be "worse"

are shown in Table 6-6. For each factor, the degree of impor-

tance attached to it by the respondents considering it "worse"

is also shown. According to this table, the two factors with

the largest number of derogatory ratings do not seem to be of

great importance to these parents finding them "worse" at OEO

CDC than in previous arrangements. Only in the case of "staff/

child ratio" do all of those finding it worse at OEO report it

to be a very important factor. As noted in Section 6.4, howtver,

these parents had previously had thelr children in informal

arrangements where the ratio adults to children may be expected

to be very favorable.

6.6 User Preference for Day Care Arrangements

A final measure of center user satisfaction may be

gained by a review of preferences for day care arrangements

expressed by current users. While 91% of the OEO employees

and 81% of non -OEO employees who use the Center reported the,-

_,OE0 Center to be their choice for child care, two OEO employees

(9%) and four non -OEO employees (19%) indicated other forms of
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day care as their preference. A ,-.:,0,-ussion of these preferences

will be found in .Chapter 7.

6.7 OEO Center Users Compared on Satisfaction With Users

of Other Centers

Sixteen non-users of the OEO Center in Comparison

Group II report use of formal arrangements (other day care

centers). Question 27 of the OEO questionnaire asked these

respondents to rate their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with

the same aspects of center care as were discussed for users in

Section 6.1. The average scores for the-various factors as well

as the percentages of those reporting satisfaction or dissatis-

faction with them, are compared with those of users in Table 6-7.

There is relatively little difference in average ratings

or satisfaction for the OEO Center and other day care facilities

in most areas. Again, most respondents using other centers

expressed satisfaction with their centers. Individual attention

to the child, center grogram, and cost of care scored the lowest

levels of satisfaction, in that order. However, these factors

are still highly rated and the percentages are based on very

small numbers where a shift of one or two people Fakes a fairly

__large difference.

Parental involvement showed the biggest point spread

between the two groups (OEO Center users 4.1 vs. users of other

centers 5.0' with OEO Center users showing an appreciably lower

level of satisfadtion (33% dissatisfied as opposed to 6% of the

users 'Of other centers).

Individual attention to the child (user score 5.3,

users of other centers 4.8) was rated somewhat lower by users
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of other centers, 13% of whom were dissatisfied as compared to

8% of the OEO users.

Significance of the average ratings of users of the OEO

Center and users of other centers was statistically tested.1 No

statistically significant differences could be substantiated.

6:8 Satisfaction vs. Importance of Factors: Users of

Other Centers

A comparison was made between relative importance of

the factors evaluated by users of other centers, and their

satisfaction and dissatisfaction with them. As with the users

of the OEO Center, most respondents tended to consider all factors

very important as well as indicating a generally high level of

satisfaction.

No statistical significance can be attributed to differ-

ences between the two groups in importance or satisfaction, and

indeed, distribution tends to follow the same patterns with

differences only of degree.

All of the users of other centers reported their

children to be "Very Happy" with the center they attend.

1 A t-test of means demonstrated significance (p < .001) on the
two factors with the largest differences in average scores
(parent involvement and center hours). However, because of
the skewness of the distribution of ratings, the assumptions
of a t-test are not really met. For this reason, two nonpara-
metric tests were also used. The median test and the Kolmogorov-
Smirnov two - sample test failed to verify significant statistical
differences between the two groups. These two tests pertain to
differences in central tendency and differences in total
distribution, respectively.
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4%4

6.9 Com-arison of Previous and Current Child Care
Arrangements: Comparison Group II

Twenty-six of the 48 respondents in-Comparison Group II
(non-users of the OEO Center with a 2, 3, to or 5-year-old in
full-time day care) compared their current and previous child
care arrangements. (When the previous

arrangement had been with
the respondent or spouse at home, the question was not completed.)

Present arrangements of those responding showed far less
improvement over previous

arrangements than is shown by users of
the OEO Cdtter. These Comparison Group II responses, however,
represent changes from a variety of previous child care arrange-
ments to a variety of current child care arrangements. This
makes it much more difficult to interpret the results for
Comparison Group II than those for center users, who had
changed from a'variety of previous arrangements to the Center
in every case. Given the small number of Comparison Group
respondents on this item (N = 26), it is not possible to break
the data down by type of current arrangement to make a compari-
son with the users.
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V

7. KEY FACTOR-. ELATED TO CHOICE OF

DAY CARE ARRANGEMENT

Chapter 3 presented a number of comparisons of users

and non-users of the OEO CDC and discussed some of the descriptive

characteristics of the sample that might be related to type of day

care used. This chapter attempts to delve further into the issue

of what factors affect choice of day care.

7.1 Preferences

Question 9 of the OEO questionnaire asked, "Under present

circumstances, if you had to choose among the various types of

child cars shown on this card,:which one would you choose?" The

alternatives were:

A. Spouse at home

B. Half day nursery school

C. OEO Day Care Center

D. Other day care center

E. Head Start program

F. Kindergarten

G. First grade

H. With relative at your home

I. With relative at mother home

J. With non-relative, at your home

K. With non-relative; at another home

L. Other (specify)

Table 7-1 shows the results of this question for the

users and Comparison Group I. A chi- square (x2) test of signi-

ficance was computed comparing all users to all members of Com-

parison Group I on this question. In order to do this, it was
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necessary to

in the cells

7-2. The X
2

4.4

collapse the categories so that small frequencies

could be avoided. The results are shown in Table

was equal to 48.38, which is significant with p < .001.

Table 7-2. Contingency table for chi-square test of preference
vs. user/non-user

Users Comparison Group I Total

At home with spousfi, rela-
tive, non-relative or
respondent

1 15 16

Half day nursery, Day care
center (not OEO), Head Start,
kindergarten, first grade

3 21 24

With relative or non-
relative at another home

2 9 11

OEO Day Care Center 37 8 45

Total 43 53* 96

*
The one non-respondent shown in Table 7-1 was eliminated.

As indicated in Table 7-2, 37 of the 43 OEO CDC users

gave the center as their preferred day care arrangement. Two OEO-

employed users and four non-MO-employed users did not. In order

to better understand why these six users do not give the center

as their preferred arrangement, we looked at Q.29, which required

each user to express their satisfaction or dissatisfaction with 10

aspects of the center. The responses of the six users who did not

give the center as their preferred type of day care are diagrammed

in Table 7-3. Although most of the responses to specific factors

in the Center operation indicated a fair degree of satisfaction

only two factors (hours of operation and convenience of location)
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were completely satisfactory to all of these respondents. Parent
involvement produced the greatest variety of opinion, ranging from
complete satisfaction to complete dissatisfaction. Other factors
rated with dissatisfaction (a rating of 3, 2, or 1) by at least
one of these six respondents included Child-Teacher ratio, Center
Program, and Cost to Parents.

It is of particular interest to note that of two respon-
dents indicating a preference for another center, one expressed

complete satisfaction with all aspects of the Center, while the

other expressed dissatisfaction with child-teacher ratios and
parent involvement.

Since dissatisfaction-with the OEO Center did not appear
to be a primary cause of most preferences by users for another

arrangement, other possible explanations were examined. Question
. 8 required respondents to choose from a list those factors which

were most important to them in selecting an ideal child care

arrangement; Question 20 asked if the respondent could think of

anything that would improve the arrangements for their preschool
children. Responses to these two questions were tabulated for the
six users not preferring the OEO center as shown in Table 7-4.

In response to Question 18, a formal educational program

was cited by all six of the users who prefer another arrangement

as an important factor in selecting a child care program. Two-
thirds of these respondents considered it of primary importance.

The choices of child care arrangements of these six users are not

ntirely consistent with this pattern, since three of the respon-

dents had indicated earlier (in Q.9) that they preferred an

informal arrangement, which would be most unlikely to provide any

formal education benefits to the child.
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The preferences of non-users shown in Table 7-1 were
also studied further. Table 7-5 presents an analysis of non-
users preferred day care arrangement, reasons for not using the

center (Q.24 of OEO questionnaire) and changes which might per-
suade them to use the CDC (Q.25 of OEO questionnaire). Since six
members of Comparison Group.I did not have children in the age

range eligible for the OEO CDC, this analysis involved only members
of Comparison Group II. Since family income was shown earlier

(see Chapter 3) to be an important factor in choice of day care,

Table 7-5 shows the results by level of income as well as by type

of arrangement primarily used.

In giving their reasons for not using the OEO center,

approximately one-third of Comparison Group II indicated that they
liked their present arrangement and nothing would induce them to
change. Location and cost were the two most important reasons
cited for not using the 0E0 Center by the othei two-thirds, with

lower cost cited by 29% as the most important factor which would
persuade them to use the Center. While the cost factor is cited
by users of all other arrangements as a deterrent to use of the

OEO center, it is an especially important factor for those using

informal arrangements, both within and outside of the home. It

is interes,ing to note that complaints about cost were more fre-

quent among families above the $10,500 income level. Thirty-two
respondents had family incomes of $10,500 or more; ten of them

(31%) gave "too expensive" as a reason for not using the center.

This compares with 3 out of 14 respondents (21%) whose incomes
were below $10,500.

Even though all the respondents in Table 7-5 had at
least one child in the eligible age range, 25% gave "Children too
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old" or "Children too young" as a reason for not using tIle center.1

Only 10%, however, cited expanded age eligibility as a factor en-

couraging use of the Center. Location and transportation also
follow this pattern: 38% consider location and transportation

difficulties a deterrent to use, but only 17% mention better loca-
tion or provision of transpertation as an incentive *- use the OEO

Child Development Center.

Fourteen percent (14%) of Comparison Group II (7 pe- c,ns)

gave the OEO Child Development Center as taeir preferred child care
arrangement. Their reasons for not using the Center are tabulated
in Table 7-6. As may be noted, cost is the largest single deterrent

to those who prefer the center, cited by 4 out of the 7. Three
out of these four have family in^omes in the $15,000- $19,999
range.

In addition to their preferences regarding type of day

care, respondents wbo preferred any type of out-of-home arrange-
.

ment were asked, "For the type of child care that you chose, what

is the farthest distance from your home or work that it can be
located?" (4.10, 0E0 questionnaire); -A chi- square (x2) test

indicated significant differences between users and Comparison
Group I on this question. The results are shown in Table 7-7.

Overall, non-users seem less willing to travel to get
day care than users. Seventy-seven percent (77%) of the users

indicated that day care would have to be within 15 minutes of

1.
This confirms the results discussed in Chapter 1 indicating that
parents are less apt to use the center when they have one child
eligible and others who are not.
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their home as compared to 45% of the users. The non -OEO users

are the most willing to travel with 40% of them indicating a

willingness to travel in excess of 20 minutes.

7.2 Ease of Setting Up Day Care Arrangements

'41
Question 7 of the OEO questionnaire requested respon-

dents to rate their ease or difficulty in setting up day care

arrangements for their children. (See Table 7-8.) An overall

chi- square (x
2) test of significance between users and non-users

was not significant. However, on this item there appears to be

more variation between OEO and non -OEO users and among non-users

using different types of day care than between the user/non-user

classification.

Sixty-eight percent of OEO employees utilizing the OEO

Child Development Center reported little or no difficulty in making

arrangements. Non -OEO employees utilizing the OEO Day Care Cen-

ter and users of other day care centers reported the greatest

difficulty in making arrangements, although over half of all

users rated it "easy" to "fairly easy." Informal arrangements,

both in and out of the home, appeared to cause the least

difficulty.

Question Q (page 14)-of the 0E0 questionnaire asked if

respondents had a relative who could conveniently care for their

children. Table 7-9, which presents an analysis of this question,

may partially explain the greater ease with which respondents

using informal arrangements set up their day care arrangements.

Sixty percentj600 of the respondents using informal at-home care

and 69% of those using informal out-of-home care reported avail-

ability of relatives who could conveniently care for their

children.
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7.3 Respondents' Ratings as to Iortance of Various Factors4

in Choosing Child Care Arrangements

Question 16 of the OEO questionnaire required respon-

dents'to rate, on a seven-point scale, the importance of each of

22 factors in choosing a child care arrangement. Using Comparison

Group I versus Users of the OEO Day Care Center, chi-square (x
2

)

tests were computed for all 21 factors. Twelve factors showed

significant differences .etween users and the comparison group.

The average ratings for users and comparison-group respondents

on these 12 factors are shown in Table 7-10. All 12 differences

are in the same direction; that is, the users rated each of these
12 as more important than the comparison group did. In fact, the

average rating given by users over all 22 items in Q.16 was 5.95

as compared to an average rating of 5.42 for Comparison Group I.
The three factors showing the largest differences in mean ratings
were:

Men as well as women looking after children.

Within walking distance from work.

Racially integrated, with children of many
backgrounds.

Many of the items in Q.16 are factors which would be
difficult to achieve in informal arrangements. All but 16 people
in Comparison Group II were using informal arrangements. In
making ratings of importance in a situation such as this, respon-

dents may be reluctant to state that factors not present in their

current day care arrangements are things they consider to be

important in making ideal day care arrangements.

In addition to Question 16, another question was related
to the issue of which factors respondents reported to be important
in choosing day care. Question 18 of the OEO questionnaire
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Table 7-10. Average ratings of users and Comparison Group I
non-users on twelve factors relating to factors
involved in making day care choices

SCALE:
lIe)Impcaant

7 6

Somewhat
Important

5 4 3

User

C. Open coliVenient hours 6.70

F. An adult staff that takes
the time to tell you how
your child is doing 6.86

H. Men as well as women
looking after the
children 5.84

I. Within walking distance
from work 5.67

J. With other children
like yours 5.98

K. Where all your children
could be together when
older ones are not in
school 4.65

L. Racially integrated, with
children of many
.backgrounds 6.53

M. Helps children to get
along better with
each other 6.86

P. Staffed by adults who
are well trained 6.84

S. Available year after year 6.14

U. Teaches children how
to mind and follow
directions 6.40

V. Place that your child is
usually eager to attend 6.70

Average rating on all 22 items: 5,95

7:40:t all
Important Know

2 1 0*

Comparison
N Group I N

(43) 5.02 (51)

(43) 6.61 (54)

(43) 4.56 (54)

(43) 3.57 (53)

(43) 4.92 (48)

(34) 4.54 (50)

(43) 5.26 A54)

(43) 6.26 (53)

(43) 6.50 (54)

(43) 5.02 (54)

(40) 6.15 (52)

(43) 6.41 (54)

5.42

*
Average ratings in this table do not include "Don't Know"
responses.
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r=s

required respondents to choose from a list the most important,

second most important, and third most important factors in selecting

an ideal child care arrangement. The factors on the list were as

follows:

A. The cost of the child care.

B. The distance of the arrangement from your home.

C. The distance of the arrangement from your work.

D. Being able to have all your children togethtr.

E. Having only one arrangement so that multiple
arrangements are not necessary.

F. The availability of a formal educational program.

G. Being in a home-type arrangement rather than a
center.

H. Being in a center-type arrangement rather than
a home.

I." Other (please specify).

Table 7-11, presents a tabulation of the factors chosen

as first in importance by users and Comparison Group II non-users.

All groups except those currently using informal at-home arrange-

ments selected Factor F (the availability of a formal educational

program) most frequently. Those non-users presently using informal-

at-home arrangements chose Factor F only 20% of the time and chose

Factor E (having only one arrangement so that multiple arrangements

are not necessary) most frequently (30%).

Using Comparison Group II, these same data were

reanalyzed to take account of factors chosen_as first, second

and third most important. Table 7-12 shows the percent of respon-
.

dents in each major category who mentioned each factor as the

Itrst, second or third most important. In addition, an average
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rating for each factor was computed by assigning a score of 3 for
each first choice, 2 for each second choice, aid 1 for each third
choice and then dividing by the total number of respondents. (This
procedure essentially gives a weight of 0 to those persons not
mentioning the factor.) These ratings are also shown in Table
7-12.

The largest differences occurred between users and non-
users on the distance of the arrangement from home and the distance
of the arrangement from work. As might be expected, fewer users
(14%) than non-users (35%) mentioned distance from home, while
more users (44%) than non -users -(17 %) mentioned distance from
work.

There is also a noticeable difference between the two
groupy in the average rating assigned to the availability of a
formal educational program. While a high percentage of both
groups cited it as one of the three most important factors, users
were more apt to rate it first (see Table 7-11) and therefore
produced a higher average rating.

7.4 Cost as a Factor in Making Day Care Decisions

Cost has been cited a number of times in earlier sections
as a factor frequently mentioned by respondents as important to
their choice of day care. This section attempts to explore the
issue of cost more fully. Section 8, Trade-offs of Key Factors,
discusses the relative importance of cost, program and convenience.

4.13 and 14 of the 0E0 questionnaire required users to
indicate how much their family would be able to spend each week for
all children and how much they now spend each week for all children.
Table 7-13 presents an analysis comparing the responses to these
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two questions. The entries enclosed in boxes represent those per-

sons who are now paying approximately what they say they are able

to pay. Ignoring those persons who gave a "Don't know" response

on either question, 14 of the 42 users (33%) and 24 of the 45 com-

parison group respondents (53%) ate enclosed in boxes, and may thus

be thought of as paying approximately what they feel they are able

to pay. All numbers to the left and below the diagonal represent

persons paying less than they say they are able to pay (50% of the

users; 29% of the non-users). All numbers to the right and above

the diagone indicate persons paying morer than they feel they sre

able (17% of the users; 18% of the non-users). In summary, then,

more users than non-users pay less than they feel they are able,

while more non-users pay about what they feel they are able.

In Section 7.1 the reasons non-wsrs gave for not using

the OEO CDC were discussed and cost was one of the reasons fre-

quently cited. Table 7-14 presents an analysis of the monthly

cost respondents are presently paying for that child which is in

day care the largest number of hours versus what they would pay

monthly for one child at the OEO CDC center.
1 Complete data was

available for 45 non-users on present cost and family income

(needed to determine cost that would be paid at the OEO CDC).

For each respondent, the cost was based on a child in full-time day

care; one child was in day care 30-39 hours a week, the rest

for 40 hours or more.

Of the 45 persons included in the analysis, five (11%)

are paying now approximately what they would pay at the OEO CDC.

These 5 are enclosed in boxes in Table 7-14. All persons shown

Respondents reported cost data in weekly figures. These costs
were multiplied by 4.3 for purposes of comparing them to the
OEO CDC monthly fee schedule.
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to the right and above the diagonal formed by the boxes would

pay more at the CDC than they do now 24 of the 45, or 53%.

All persons to the left and below the diagonal pay more now than

they would at the CDC -- 16 out of 45 or 36%. This includes

several paying considerably more than they would pay at the CDC.

For example, of the eight persons currently paying more than $130

a month, the range of current monthly costs is from $134.37 to

well over $400 a month, with 4 of the 8 paying more than $300 a

month. Six of these eight persons have informal at home

arrangements. One has a formal arrangement and one an informal

out -of -home arrangement.

Of the twenty-four persons who pay less now than they

would at the OEO CDC, it should be noted that 6 of them have

current day care arrangements which'have no cost associated with

them. Sixteen of the twenty-four persons who pay less now than

they would at OEO CDC fall in the two highest income categories

on the OEO fee schedule -- ten of them fall in the range from

$17,500 - $20,000 (fee of $121.33) and six in the over $20,000

range (fee of $130.00).

Returning for a moment to the analysis of reasons for

not using the center given in Section 7.1, 14 of the 48 respon-

dents in Comparison Group II cited "too expensive" as a primary

reason for not using the CDC. Data on current costs and income

are available for 12 of these. Table 7-15 shows a comparison of

their current costs to the charges they would pay at the center,

by income level.

Two of the twelve pay more for their current arrangements

than they would pay at the OEO CDC for one child. Both of these

respondents have 3 preschool children and may find it less expen-

sive to arrange day care for all three children elsewhere. An-

other explanation may be that their response should be interpreted
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Table 7-15. Current monthly costs for one child in full-time day
care vs. hypothetical cost at OEO CDC for 12 non-users
citing cost as reason for not using center, by income
level

Income Level
Number of
Respondents

Would Pay
at-OEO Paying Now

Under $8,500 2 $47.66 $43.00, $75.25

$8,500 - $10,499 1 $60.66 $51.60

$10,500 - $14,999 1 $91.00 $51.60

$15,000 - $19,999 4 $112.50 - $121.33 Nothing;
$55.90; $64.50
and $86.00

Over $20,000 4 $130.00 $73.10; $77.40;
$107.50; and
$180.60

to mean that the center is too expensive compared to other more

convenient kinds of day care.

Of the other 10, one currently pays nothing and the

remaining nine show payments ranging from about 40% to 90% of the

amount they would be charged at the OEO CDC.

Eighty-three percent of the respondents finding CDC "too

expensive" pay an average of 61% of the CDC fees. In general, it

would appear that respondents in the lower income levels tend to

pay a proportionately higher percentage of the CDC fee than do

those in the upper income levels.

Another way of looking at the issue of respondents'

attitudes toward day care costs is to examine the amount people

report they are able to pay as a percentage of their income. To

do this, respondents were grouped by income category, the amount
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each said she was able to pay weekly for all children (0.13, OEO

questionnaire) was annualized (multiplied by 52) and this was

divided by the reported family income.1 The average of these per-

centages for each income group is shown in Table 7-16. Overall,

users and non-users say they are able to pay about 11% and 10% of

their income, respectively, for day care. There is a tendency for

the percent of income persons say they are able to pay to decrease

with increased income. However, this is largely caused by the

difference between the lowest income group ($4,000 - $8,599), who

are willing to pay 14% - 15%, and the other three groups combined.

In other words, the differential is not noticeable across the

full-range of income but only when comparing the lowest income

group to all others.
dww

1 Actually we did not have exact income data, since Question S
of the Statistical Section of the OEO questionnaire required
respondents-to indicate a range Of income. For purposes of
the analyCs described here, the midpoint of the range was taken.
For the category "$20,000 or more," the "midpoint" was arbi-
trarily set at $30,000. It should be noted that three persons
in Comparison Group II gave responses of over $100 as their
ability to pay. However, the card format allowed for only
amounts up to $99.99; in this analysis, these three persons
were treated as having reported $100 as their ability to pay.
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Table 7-16 Average amount respondents say they are able to pay annually
for day care for all children, by income level.

Income

USERS CONPAR/SON GROUP II
Number of
Respondents

% of
IncoMe

Number of
Respondents

% of-
Income

$4,00C-5,499 1 8.3%

_

$5,500-6,999 6 12.5% 2 17.4%

$7,000-8,499 8 16.6% 8 14.0%

Subtotal:
Up to 88.499 15 14.4% 10 14.78

$8,500-10,499 12 9.6% 4 12.3%

$10,500-11 99 3 10.8% 1 0.0%

Subtotal:
$8,500-11,9 15 9.9% 5 9.8%

$12,000-14,999 5 12.4% 2 8.6%

$15,0b0-17,499 2 4.8% 4 9.2%

$17,500-19,999 1 8.3% 11 6.4%

Subtotal:
$12,000-19,999 8 10.0% 17 7.3%

$20,000 or more 4 4.6% 12 9.4%

Subtotal:
$20,000 or more 4 4.6% 12 9.4%

TOTAL* 42 11.0% 44 9.9%

*One user and four non-users had incomplete data
on income and/or reported ability to pay.
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8. TRADE -OFFS AMONG THE KEY FACTORS

In the last chapter, the responses to a number of ques-

tions concerning what respondents report to be important in making

day care arrangements were analyzed. In addition to the questions

in which respondents were asked to rate the importance of various

factors, there were a few questions in the interview which attempted

to "pit" one factor against another by asking respondents to indi-

cate the tradeoffs of the first factor vs. the second.

In this chapter, we discuss the responses to these

"trade-off" questions and try to relate them wherever possible

to the results of Chapter 7.

8.1 Reported Importance of Formal Prog.ram vs. Cost vs.

Closeness to Home or Work

Questions 17A, 8 and C of the 0E0 questionnaire required

respondents to choose between cost and closeness to home or work;

between formal program and closeness to home or work; and between

formal program and cost as being more important in choosing an

ideal child care arrangement. Table 8-1 shows the results of

this question for users and Comparison Group II.

There are six logical patterns of response to these three

questions. For example, if a respondent says in 17A that cost is

more important than closeness and in 178 that closeness is more

important than formal program, then logically he cannot choose

formal program over cost in 17C. Table 8-1 lists each of the 6

logical patterns of response plus a category for respondents who

did not respond to one or more of the items and a category for

persons who gave inconsistent or illogical response 1,3 defined

above.
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40.

Table 8-1. Relative importance of cost vs. formal program vs.
closeness in choosing ideal child care arrangement

Pattern of Choice Users
Comparison
Group II

Number of respondents 43 48

Cost > Formal Program > Closeness
Cost > Closeness > Formal Program

Formal Program > Closeness > Cost
Formal Program > Cost > Closeness

Closeness > Formal Program > Cost
Closeness >.Cost > Formal Program

One or more no response
Inconsistent pattern of response

7%:
12%

5%

37%>
77%

40%

0%>
0%

0%

7%:
12%5%

15%:
15%

0%

.

42%>
69%

27%

OS\
4%

,e 4%

108 >
12%

2%

Total 100% 100% 100% 100%

Zn the second and fourth columns of Table 8-1, the 6

patterns have been combined into 3 based on the single most

important factor. Thus, the first entry in the second column

indicates that 12% of the users picked one of the two patterns

in which cost was the most important.

Seventy-seven percent (77 %) of the users responded

using one of the two patterns in which formal program was most

important. Within this group, they were about evenly split on

cost and closeness to home or work as second choice. Sixty-nine

(69%) of the comparison group chose one of the two patterns in

which.formal program was most important. Within this group,

considerably more chose closeness (42%) than cost (27%) as second

most important.
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Twelve percent112%) of the, users and 15% of the

comparison group chose one of the patterns in which cost was most

important. None of the users and only 2 of the nonusers chose a

pattern with closeness to home or work in first place.

These findings are fairly consistent with those reported

in Table 7-11, which shows what factors respondents selected as

most important from a list of eight factors in Q.18. Formal pro-

gram was picked most frequently by both users and Comparison Group

I members (60% and 46%, respectively). For users, cost was the

second most frequently chomen factor (16%). However, two users

named distance from home work as most important in Q.18 whereas

none of them selected closeness over cost and formal program in

Q.17.

In Table 7-11 cost of care is the third most important

factor (13%) for Comparison Group I. (Their second choice had

to do with having only one arrangement for all children.) Dis-

tance from home or work was most important to only 8% of Compari-

son Group I.

A further note on the issue of closeness to home or

work -- Q.41 of the OEO questionnaire asked both users and non-

users if they would prefer the OEO CDC to be located elsewhere.

Sixty-three percent (63%) of the users and fifty-two percent

(52%) of Comparison Group I said they liked the present location.

About equal proportions of both groups -- 21% of the

users, 22% of Comparison Group I -- said they would prefer it

closer to home. Sixteen percent (16%) of the users and 19% of

Comparison Group I said they would prefer it in some location

other than near home. Seven percent (7%) of Comparison Group

I respondents had no opinion on its location.
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8.2 Reported Importance vs. Actual Behavior

Using response patterns to Questions 17A, B and C,

comparisons were made of the factors respondents say are important

vs. certain of their behaviors in making day care arrangements.

Throughout this section, where nonuser data are reported, it

pertains to the arrangement used for the greatest number of hours

for the child in day care the greatest number of hours.

Two persons in Comparison Group II named closeness to

home or work as the most important factor in arranging day care.

Looking at their primary day care arrangement, one has an at-home

arrangement and the other has an arrangement that the child walks

to.

Twenty persons in Comparison Group II gave closeness as

the second most important factor. Four (4) of these use at-home

arrangements. Three (3) have arrangements to which their children

walk, while six (6) others have arrangements which take less than

10 minutes to reach. Of the remaining seven (7), four have arrange-

ments taking 11-20 minutes, one (1) falls in the category 21-30

minutes ara two travel more than 30 minutes.

Respondents were asked how much extra they would be

willing to pay each week to have the arrangemenc they were using

within walking distance of home. Looking first at Comparison

Group II, the one person who rated closeness most important

indicated a willingness to pay $2-3 more per week to have the

arrangement with walking distance.
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Of the 13 non-users and 18 users who rated closeness

second, the responses were as follow:

Persons Rating Closeness Second':
Extra Amount Willing to Pay Weekly
to Have Current Arrangement Within

Walking Distance Users
Comparison
Group II

Nothing more 9 10

<$2 or more 0 0

$2-$3 more 2 0

$4-$5 more 2 1

$6-$7 more 1 1

p=i9 more 1 1

More than $16 more 1 0

No response 2 0

Tctal TT U

The overwhelming majority of nonusers rating closeness

second in importance would pay nothing more to aye the arrangement

within walking distance, while about one-half the users rating

closeness second would pay at least something. Considering that

all of the 13 persons shown in the right-hand column above rated

cost third, after closeness, it is surprising that 10 of them are

not willing to pay even a small amount more to have an arrangement

within walking distance.

Questions 20 and 37 of the Preschool Questionnaire per-

tained to the amount of educational activity in the child care

arrangement. Thirty-three persons in Comparison Group II gave

responses indicating that formal program was more important to

them than the other two factors. Of these, about half (16)

answered yes to Q.20 or 37, indicating their arrangement pro-

vided educational activity. Of the remaining 17, six (6) use

at-home arrangements and were not questionned on this matter

while eleven (11) report no educational activities. The records

for the six who use at-home arrangements were examined to deter-

mine if they were using any kind of secondary arrangement involving



a formal program, but none of the six reported a secondary arrange-

ment for their preschool child.

Respondents who used out of home arrangements which had

no educational component were asked how much more they would be

willing to pay to have educational activities (see 0.22 and 39 of

the Preschool Questionnaire). Looking at the eleven (11) persons

who rated formal program as most important but reported no edu-

cational activity, their responses were as follows:

Extra Amount Willing to Pay Weekly Number of
to Obtain Educational Program Respondents

Nothing more 5
$1-$3 more 2
1415 more

More than $16 2
No response

Total IT

Thus, about half of the persons reporting formal pro-

gram as most important and as currently lacking in their arrange-

ments are not willing to pay anything more to obtain educational

features, and about 70% are willing to pay less than $4.00. The

distribution of responses shows a pile-up at the bottom with two

"outliers" in the "more than $16.00" category. This pattern (most

respondents mentioning small amounts but a few respondents giving

large amounts) was observed in the response pattern to every ques-

tion in the interview which inquired how much more or less respon-

dents would pay for various features. It is assumed that these

few "outliers" resulted when respondents indicated how much they

would be willing to pay in total rather than additionally.

Respondents whose arrangements included an educational

component were asked how much less they would expect to pay if

there were no educational activities (see Questions 21 and 38 of
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the Preschool Questionnaire). There were 33 users and 15 non-

users who were asked Q.21 or 38 and who felt that formal program

was the most important factor of the three. The results for

these persons were as follows:

Amount Expect to Pay
Less Each Week if No
FEBational Component

Nothing less
Up to $5 less
$6-$11
$12-$15
Noresponse

Users
Comparison
Group II

9 3
9 4
9 5
2 3

4 0

Total 7 IT

?about one-fourth of the users and one-fifth of the

nonusers placing formal program first indicate they would not

expect to pay less if there was no educational component in their

day care arrangement. While the user group reported proportion-

ately smaller dollar amounts, it should be remembered that they

pay somewhat lower rates to begin with.

Five users and seven persons in Comparison Group II

reported that cost was the most important factor to them. The

actual weekly costs paid by these people for one child are as

follows:

Current
Weekly Costs
For One Child Users

Comparison
Group II

Nothing 0 2

Up to $5. 0 0

$6-$10 2 2

$11-$15 1 0

$16-$20 0 3

More than $20 2 0

Total T 7
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Although the numbers are small it appears that about

half thopersons who are concerned about cost have managed to

arrange fairly inexpensive day care, while the others are paying

costs which seem about average.

Six of the members of Comparison Group II who indicated

that cost was the most important factor for them used out-of-home

arrangements. Questions 16A and 33A of the Preschool Questionnaire

asked respondents using out-of-home arrangements how far they would

be willing to go if the arrangement were free. The responses for

these six persons were as follows:

Distance Willing to Travel to Number of
Obtain Free Day Care Respondents

<5 minutes 0
5-10 minutes 1
11-15 minutes 3
16-20 minutes 0
More than 20 minutes 2

Total

All 6 of these respondents rated formal program second

and closeness third. Yet only 2 of them are willing to travel

more than 15 minutes to get free day care.

Five users also showed a pattern of response indicating

cost to be the most important factor. Four of them indicated

a willingness to travel more than 20 minutes if the arrangement

were free, while one responded in the 11-15 minute range.

In summary, then, if one examines respondents' actual

behavior in setting up day care, and the amounts respondents say

they are willing to pay to obtain various features in their day

care arrangements, one finds that these do not always correspond

to attitudinal behavior (i.e., abstract judgments concerning rela-

tive importance of various aspects of day care). About half of
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the respondenth who say formal' education is the most important

feature in day care do not use day care with any educational

component. A small group of respondents naming cost as the

most important factor to them were asked how far they would be

willing to travel to obtain free day care and most of them are

not willing to travel very far at all. Of thirteen respondents

who rated closeness second in importance and cost third, ten

are not willing to pay anything more to have an arrangement within

%smiling distance. These al.d other inconsistencies would lead one

to be cautious in attempting to predict behavior from attitudinal

data concerning what factors are important to parents in making

day care arrangements.

8.3 Cost vs. Distance

In addition to the comparison of reported importance

of cost and distance discussed in U.K. last section, the actual

cost paid for day care was compared to the distance actually

travelled. For users, the weekly cost and distance were taken

from the record of the youngest child in the center. For Com-

parison Group II, the data were taken from the record for the

child spending the greatest number of hours in day care. In

both cases, the distance data was taken from the question, "How

much time does it take (Name) to get there?" (Q.14 and 31

of Lie Pzdochool Questionnaire). Persons who had indicated that

their children walked to the arrangement (D.10 and Q.2? of the

Preschool Questionnaire) are also .2hown in the results,as are

those using at-home arrangements.

Table 8-2 presents the analysis of cost vs. distance.

There appears to be ; moderate tendency for those paying lower

fees to travel fureler than those in the highest fee category.

Thic may be partly an artifact of the location of the center in

Northwest Washington, D. C.
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For non-users, the data are very scattered. The greatest
range on cost is found for those using in-home care. Most of the
people paying more than $25 a week have day care located close to
home, but so do half the people paying less than $15 a week,

including those paying nothing.



9. A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE OEO

CHILD CARE DEVELOPMENT CENTER WITH THE HEW AND DOL CENTERS

AND DAY CARE CENTERS SAMPLED NATIONALLY

Several recent studies provide a basis for comparison of

our findings with those of others. Included in this category are

the national day care survey conducted for OEO in 1970, the

Massachusetts Early Education Project of 1972, and the evaluations

of DOL and HEW/SRS-sponsored day care centers

Since each study has a somewhat different form as well

as varying methods and scales for reporting data, little statis-

tical detail is possible, and most of the comparisons must be

general in nature.

9.1 Characteristics of Day Care Centers

The national study of day care centers divides day care

facilities into three categories, as shown in Table 9-1.

1-
Day Care Survey, 1970, Evaluation Division, Offife of Economic

Opportunity, April, -1971.

Child Care in Massachusetts, The Public Responsibility, a study

for the Massachusetts Advisory Council on Education, February

1972.

Final Report on DOL Day Care Center, December 1971.

Evaluation of the HEW_Ley Care Center, Thiokol Chemical

torporation, Septembe1972.
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Table 9-1. Categories of Day Care Facilities, National Sample

Category Percent

A. Custodial Day Care

B. Educational"Day Care

C. Developmental Day Care

26.3%

48.4%

25.3%

Total 100.0%

Approximately 61% of all centers are proprietary, and

these centers generally derive about 99% of their support from

parent fees.

As shown in Table 9-2, Type C centers tend to be larger,

to serve more minority children, and to be operated more often by

a nonproprietary organization than Type A and B centers.

Although all three of the government-sponsored centers

fall into the developmental day care category of the national

sample and are thus to be compared with Type C centers, they vary

from normal patterns by being both proprietary and subsidized.

All three also show appreciably larger percentages of minority

group children than the national sample of Category C centers.

It should be noted, however, that the 0E0 Center shows a far

bettez racial balance than do HEW or DOL. The DOL evaluation in

particular notes some concern for the effects of the racial im-

balance of its enrollment, stressing the need for positive measures

to establish a better racial mixture.
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9.2 Characteristics of Parents

As seen in Table 9-3, Category C centers show more one-

parent households than do A and B centers. The ratio of one to

two-parent families is considerably greater for the HEW Center

than for the Category C national sample. The OEO Center ratio is

double that of the Category C centers, as well as considerably

higher than the ratio of the HEW Center. No comparable data is

available for the DOL Center.

9.2.1 Family Incomes

Data on family incomes have been gathered on different

scales, and furthermore, because of differences in time of data

collection during an inflationary period, do not permit accurate

comparisons. It would appear, however, that total family income

of OEO Center users may be somewhat higher than that of the other

government-sponsored Center users.

9.2.2 Education of Parents

Data on education, while not available for the national

sample, may be compared with users of the HEW Center (Table 9-4).

The level of education of OEO Center users is consider-

ably higher than that of HEW Center users, with 65 percent of OEO

versus only 34 percent of HEW Center users having at least some

college. This probably explains, at least in,part, the higher

income levels of the OEO Center users.
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Table 9-4. Comparison of Respondent Education, OEO Center and
HEW Center

Education Level Completed OEO Center Users HEW Center Users,

High school incomplete

High school graduate

Some college

College graduate

Graduate or professional
school

2%

33%

44%

9%

12%

4%

62%

26%

8%

9.3 Satisfaction;with Day Care Centers: OEO Center vs. HEW
and DOL Centers-.

Users at all three of the federal centers appears to be

generally satisfied with their day care arrangements, although

some dissatisfaction is expressed with particular local conditions.

Almost all users of the OEO and DOL Centers noted that their chil-

dren tend to be happy at their centers.

HLW Center parents are most satisfied with the conveni-

ence of their arrangement, which was attributed primarily to

reduced transportation problems. On the other hand, DOL Center

users find transportation one of their bigger problems. The DOL

users greatest area of satisfaction was the fact that their chil-

dren were well-cared for, usually at a lower cost than similar

facilities. They also appreciate the additional services, such

as health and educational programs, available there. HEW Center

paren;:v are also impressed with the educational benefits of their

center program', although it was easily mentioned as a selection
criterion.
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ORO Center parents rate the formal education program as

the moat important factor in their child care arrangements and

their source of greatest satisfaction.

9.4 Factors of Importance in Choosing Child Care Arrange-

_slants: Government- Sponsored Centers and Massachusetts

Parents

In comparing the Massachusetts child care study to the

evaluations of the three government-sponsored centers, it must be

remembered that the Massachusetts study involves a sample of the

general population of parents in Massachusetts whereas the evalua-

tion studies involve special purpose samples. In other words, we

are comparing two different types of samples drawn from two

different geographic locations.

is:

In general, Massachusetts, parents want child care that

Free, or inexpensive, relative to their budget;

near their homes, especially if they have several
children;

at the right hours for the right length of time; and

of the "right" kind, with respect to sponsorship,

facilities, program, personnel.1

Forty-seven percent of Massachusetts families with

young children mention "close to home" as one of the three most

important factors in a child care arrangement. Given the choice

Child Care in Massachusetts, The Public Responsibility, ibid.

9-7



of ideal child care located next door at $15 per week, or free

but located one-half hour away, 58% chose "next door at $15."

In addition, 28% of those who chose "free and one-half hour away"

believe that generally, closeness is more important than cost in

selecting child care.

Convenience to work was the primary selection factor for

HEW Center users, but cost was the first consideration for users

at the DOL Center. Location of the center and trallspcztation to

it were the most frequently mentioned reasons for not using the

DOL Center, accounting for slightly over half the responses to

this question by eligible DOL non-users. Cost was the next most

frequently mentioned reason for non-use (16%).

A formal educational program was given top importance

by most OEO Center users, followed by cost of care. Of those

users selecting cost as the most important factor, all were willing

to travel at least 15 minutes for free care and four-fifths were

willing to travel more than 20 minutes for free care. Closeness

was not rated first by any OEO user, although 4% of the non-users

of Comparison Group I called it the most important factor.

9.4.1 Fee Schedules: HEW and DOL Centers vs. OEO Center

At both DOt and OEO, cost as a deterrent appears to be

more important in the upper income and grade levels. All three

of the federal centers discussed here operate on a fee scale based

on total family income. HEW and DOL utilize the same scale,

ranging from an annual fee of $52 (for incomes from $1,000 -

$4,000) to $1,560 (for incomes above $17,000). OEO Center fees

range from $208 (for incomes of $4,000 $5,499) to the same high

of $1,560 (for incomes above $20,000). A comparison of fee

schedules is shown in Table 9-5.
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Table 9-5. Fee Schedules: Comparing HEW-DOL Center Fees with
OEO Center

Total Family
Annual Fee

Income HEW and DOL OEO

$1,000 - $4,000 $ 52 $ 208

$4,000 - $5,000 156 208

$5,000 - $5,500 208 208

$5,500 - $6,000 208 364

$6,000 - $7,000 250 364

$7,000 - $8,000 364 572

$8,000 - $8,500 416 572

$8,500 - $9,000 416 728

$9,000 - $10,000 468 728

$10,000 - $10,500 572 728

$10,500 - $11,000 572 936

$11,0100 - $12,000 676 946

$12,000 - $15,000 936 1,092

$15,000 - $17,000 1,216 1,350

$17,000 - $17,500 1,560 1,350

$17,500 - $20,000 1,560 1,456

Over $20,000 1,560 1,560

As may be noted, the OEO schedule shows higher fees

up to an income of $17,000, where they are further scaled up to

the maximum rate at incomes above $20,000. HEW and DOL charge

the maximum fee for all incomes above $17,000.
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In the DOL evaluation report of December 1971,1 a re-

duction of fees for all incomes above $8,000 was proposed, with

the maximum fee lowered to $1,040, in an attempt to make the DOL

Center's fee scale more competitive with other centers in the

area.

1
Final Report on DOL Day Care Center, op. cit.
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APPENDIX A

SAMPLE DESIGN

The primary purpose of the sample design was to develop

a sample of OEO employees who do not use the OEO Child Development

Center. This sample provided a comparison grout) or control

against which to contrast the employees using the OEO Child

Development Center. All of this latter group, Center users, were

included for interviewing. The purpose of this appendix is to

describe in detail the sampling procedures used to select the

comparison group of non-users.

In February, 1972, OEO conducted a census of all

employees located in Washington, D. C., to collect certain basic

data on the potential use of a day care center. Questionnair.ts

were sent to approximately 1,100 employees resulting in 728 usable

responses. The respondents were classified into groups useful in

conside=ing the potential demand for day care. Results of this

OEO census are shown in Table A-1. -Numbers in this tab3_ fliffer

slightly from figures provided originally by OEO, but were based

on Westat's classification of the respondents to the OEO census.

The sample design for the Westat survey of 0E0 employees

not using the Center was developed to draw representative samples

from each of the six cells classifying parents shown in Table A-1.

In addition, a sample of the nourespondents to the OEO census wa'

selected to supplement the original respondents. The orityinal 328

nonrespondents, inclyded 201 male employees and 127 females.

Between February and June 80 new employees joined OEO and were

added to the list of nonrespondents raising the total to 408

employees. The 80 new employees consisted of 29 males and 51

females. Because the primary purpose of thin sample-wee to screen
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Table A-1. Results of OEO Census-February, 1972

Parent Category
Spouse At
Home

No Spouse
At Home Total

Preschool only 26 43 69

School-age only 44 50 94

Both ages 35 31 66

No children under 15 years 503

Total usable respondents 732

Nonrespondentsl 328

Total OEO employees 1,060

1
Includes some unusable responses.

previous nonrespondents and new employees as potential users of

day care, it was decided to overeample females. A systematic

sample of 73 females was selected from the list of 178 and a sample

of 37 males was drawn systematically from the list of 230 males.

The 110 employees were screened by telephone in order to classify

them into the parent categories as potential respondents. The

results of the screening interviews are given in Table A-2.

p__-

The 17 employees with no spouse at home shown in Table A-2

were selected for interviewing. The remaining 11 individuals who

responded to the screening were added to the list of respondents to

the earlier OEO census. Users of the OEO Center were identified

and removed from the lists to be included for interviewing with

certainty. The resulting sampling frame for selection of non-users

is shown in Table A-3.
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Table A-2. Results of Westat screening interviews

Parent Category
Spouse At

Home
No Spouse
At Home Total

Preschool only 2 -71 9

School-age only 3 10 13

Both ages 6 0 6

No children under 13.years 65

Nonrespondents 17'

Total 110

1Includes two users.

Table A-3. Non-user sampling frame

Parent Category
Spouse At

Home
No Spouse
At Home Total

Preschool only 28 38 66

School-age only 47 60 107

Both ages 40 28 68

Total 241
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All 23 0E0 Center users and 24 users from other agencies
were included for interviewing. For the non-users shown in

Table A-3, it was decided to exclude those employees with school-

age only children and a spouse at home and include all employees
with preschool only/no spouse at home and with both ages/no spouse
at home. From the three remaining cells in Table A-3, random
samples were drawn as follows:

18 of 28 preschool oray/spouse at home

43 of 60 school-age only/no spouse at home

27 of 40 both ages/spouse at home.

Table A-4 shows the non-user sample.

Table A-4. Non-user sample

Parent Category
Spouse At

Home
No Spouse
At Home "...al

Preschool only 18 38 56

School-age only 0 43 43

Both ages 27 28 55

- . .

Total 154

After the interviews were completed a number of

individuals were reclassified into different cells. This was due

to changes in children's ages as well as some changes in employers.

By the time interviews were commenced there were a total of 43

Center users, 22 0E0 employees and 21 employees of other agencies.

Interviews were completed with all Center users. Hence, the

response rate was 1001 for Center users. From the 154 potential

non-user respondents, interviews were completed with 137 for a
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response rate of 89%. Combining users and non - users, a total of

180 interviews were obtained out of 4 potential of 201 interviews.

Nine of the 21 nonrespondents had terminated or transferred to

another Federal agency and four others were not eligible. The

remaining 8 represented valid nonrespondents yielding a response

rate of about 96% (180/188).

The primary focus within the non-user group was on

persons using day care for preschool children. Fifty-four (54)

persons were identified in the analysis who use full-time day

care for at least one preschool child; these persons were used

as Comparison Group I in the analysis. Because all OEO CDC

users -fere interviewed but only a sample of persons using other

types of day care were interviewed there is some interest in

kncwing hovi many people the 54 persons in Comparison Group I

represent.

The original OEO survey conducted in February, 1472

indicated that about 10% of the OEO employees at that time had at

least one preschool child and no spouse at hape. Assuming non-

respondents to be similar to respondents on this characteristic,

it was estimated that 107 out of the total OEO employees would

have fallen into these two categories.1 We know that 21 of these

Arsons are users of the OEO CDC (1 user was classified as having

a spouse at home). Therefore, our best estimate is that 85 per-

sons would have been classified as having preschool children and

no spouse at home, if complete data were available.

From Table A-4 it can be seen that 66 persons were

classified as having preschool children and no spouse at home (38

1 The results of our telephone screening lend justification to
the assumption made here.
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with only preschool children; 28 with children of both ages).

These 66 might be thought of as representing the total of about

85 persons described above.

Assuming that for every 66 persons classified in the

two cells of interest, about 54 persons using full-time care for

at least one preschool would be found, one could estimate that

(54/66) X 85 = 70 OEO employees in all use some type of day care

full-time (other than OEO CDC) for at least one preschool child.

Therefore, the 54 persons in Comparison Group I might be thought

of as representing 70 persons who would have fallen in this group

if a complete census of OEO had been taken.

It should be noted that persons who are classified as

having preschool children and no spouse at home do not auto-

matically fall'into the comparison group. Some respondents had

spouses working part-time and used some type of day care arrange-

ment while the spouse worked, but did not meet the requirement

of using day care for 30 hours or more a week which was required

for Comparison Group I members. Thus, the 22 0E0-employed users

plus the estimated 70 persons using full-time (30 hours or more

a week) day care do not add up to the 107 persons estimated to

be the universe of need in Chapter 4.
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APPENDIX B

SURVEY METHODOLOGY

Data collection for this study took place in July, 1972

and consisted of telephone screening and personal interviews. The

sample for personal interviews included both users and non-users

of the OEO center. The names of the non-users were drawn from a

list of OEO employees who had responded to an earlier questionnaire

in a survey conducted by OEO in January of 1972. Noniespondents

to the earlier questionnaire and new employees since the time of

that survey were sampled for telephone screening to determine

eligibility for personal interviews. In addition to these non-

users, all users of the 0E0 Center were included in the sample for

personal interviews. Center users included OEO employees (OEO

users) and employees of other federal agencies who were using the

0E0 Center (non -OEO users).

'B.1 Telephone Screening,

Approximately 100 employees were contacted by telephone

to determine eligibility for the study. Telephone interviews were

conducted by a Westat interviewer. The screening instrument con-

sisted of several questions to determine the ages of the children

of employees and the type of child care used for children under

13 years of age. Employees found eligible using this screening

procedure were added to the list from which the sample for subse-

quent personal interviews was drawn.
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B.2 Personal Interviews

Personal interviews -were conducted during the last two

weeks of the month of July. Five of Westat's interviewers worked

full-time during this two week period to complete the on-the-job

interviews of OEO employees and other center users.

B.2.1 Preparation of Interviewer Materials

Project staff reviewed the questionnaire which was pro-

vided by OEO for the study and made some suggestions for revision.

Since the study schedule was tight, no pretesting was conducted

and no extensive revisions were made.

The list of employees to be interviewed was prepared

and included such locating information as the name of the employee,

the administrative office where the employee worked, the office

telephone number, and the location of the office in the downtown

area. Information available concerning the ages of the children

of these employees and the type of child care used was also added

to this list. This latter information was necessary for scheduling

the interviews since interview length was expected to vary according

to whether or not an employee had preschool children and whether

or not the spotise of the employee took care of the preschool chil-

dren at home.

B.2.2 Interviewer Training

A half-day training session was conducted by project

staff with five interviewers. The instruments were reviewed ques-

tion by question and a mock interview was conducted.
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Procedures for locating respondents were discussed.

Interviewers were instructed as a general rule not to make tele-

phone appointments with respondents. In a similar study of HEW

employees conducted by Westat, it was found that interviews were

easier to obtain if no attempt was made to contact the interviewee

by telephone in advance. Interviewers were told to contact the

employees on the job and to askfor permission of the employee's

supervisor (if appropriate) to conduct the interview at that time.

In addition, prior to the survey, a letter of authorization for

the interviews had been sent to the heads of each of the major

departments within OE. A list of employees to be interviewed.

from each office was attached to the letter of authorization.

B.2.3 Interviewer Assignment and Field Supervision

Westat was provided with an office in the Brown Building

which was centrally located for coordinating field efforts. The

office was used by Westat's field supervisor to keep close contact

with the interviewers during the two week field period. Inter-

viewers checked in with Westat's supervisor in the mornings and

dropped off completed questionnaires in the evenings. The super-

visor was also available during the day to assist the interviewers

in locating respondents or with any other difficulties they

encountered.

Interviewers were assigned employees who were clustered

as much as possible in the various 0E0 buildings to minimize time

spent traveling between_interviews. One interviewer was assigned

all of the non-0E0 Center users in the sample who were scattered

throughout several government buildings in the downtown area.
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B.2.4 Data Handling

B.2.4.1 Problems of Consistency and Missing Information

Completed interviews were edited by professional project

staff immediately and results fed back to the interviewers the

following day. In about half the cases, it was necessary to recon-

tact the respondents by telephone for missing information or to

clear up inconsistencies in responses. Particular problems with

inconsistency occurred in items pertaining to costs paid for day

care. Often the total costs reported for day care expenses in the

OEO questionnaire could not be reconstructed from the individual

costs given in the preschool anq school children sections. One

source of the difficulty in obtaining consistent responses to cost

questions and questions regarding present day arrangements was

that some respondents had children in special arrangements for the

summer. The school children's section provided for separate ques-

tions for school-year arrangements and summer arrangements, but

the preschool section did not. Where parents of preschool child-

ren gave responses for temporary summer arrangements, they were

recontacted to obtain information for permanent arrangements.

B.2.4.2 Coding and Editing

The coding procedures for all material contained in the

questionnaire are available in the documentation provided to the

Office of Evaluation, OEO. Certain coded material was added to

the file in addition to the items of the questionnaire. The first

addition was a group number assigned to each respondent on Card 1.
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This number summarized the major classification data for each

respondent. Each respondent was placed in one of the following

groups:

a. Non-User* Groups

Preschool children only

School age children only

Preschool and school age

b. User Groups

Preschool only

Preschool and school age

Spouse
at home

No spouse
at home

a 11

12b

a 21

22b
a 23

24 b
a 15

16 b

a 25

26 b

a = user of other day care
center

b = non-user of day care
center

Spouse
at home

No spouse
at home

c 31 c 41

42 d
c 33

34 d

c43

44 d

c = OEO employee
d = Non -OEO employee

This information was ascertained from the OEO question-

tionnaire; the age of the child(ren) from questions 2 and 6, the

use of a day care center (OEO or other) from questions 21 and 26,

* A non-user for this purpose is an OEO employee who does not have
children enrolled in the OEO Day Care Center.
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respectively; the question concerning the spouse's status from
J and K and their place of employment from the roster of center
users.

Certain information was derived and added to each of
the three files (one for each questionnaire). The following in-

formation was derived and added to each record in both the pre-

school file and the school children's file:

a. the number of preschool children in the family

b. the number of children from 7-12 am-the family

c. the total number of children from 1-18

d. the age of this particular child

e. the position of the child in the family (only
child; youngest; middle; or oldest)

f. the Group Number of the parent (as defined above)

g. for preschool children only: their primary day
care arrangement (that arrangement in which the
child spends the greatest number of hours per
week).

As part of the coding proCss, the following information

was derived and added to the OEO file:

a. Age of youngest child

b. Number of children under 3

c. Age of oldest child

d. Number of children under 10

At a later date, the information shown in Table B-1 was also added

to the OEO file. This information consists primarily of refor-
matted variables derived from other parts of the record in order
to facilitate some of the special analyses.
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Due to the size of the data base, editing was done

manually by visual inspection of card-listings. Each of the three

files was checked for internal consistency, and to insure that no

out-of-range codes were used. Also, checks were made across the

files in some areas, to guarantee agreement on such items as, for

example, the number and age classification of children in the

family.



Table B-1 rmatted fields do Card 8!s

Card 8 Col. 21

Col. 22

Q. 14 (OEO) New Codes

Code 0 = Nothing/No Cost
1 = Less than $10
2 = $10 - $14
3 = 15 - 19
4 = 20 - 24
5 T 25 - 29
6 = 30 - 34
7 = 35 - 39
8 = 40 - 44
9 = $45 or more
+ = DK/NA

Q. 15 (OEO) New Codes

Code 1 = Less than 20 hours
2 = 20 - 29 hours
3 = 30 - 34 hours
4 = 35 - 39 hours
5 = 40 - 44 hours
6 = 45 - 49 hours
7 = 50 or more
+ = DK/NA

Col. 23, 24, Q. 16 (OEO)
25, 26

The average of Q. 16 F and Q. 16 P
Q and T
M and U
B and I

Code 0 = 0 -- .5 Ave.
1 = 1 - 1. 5
3 . 2 - 2. 5
4 = 3 - 3. 5
5 = 4
6 = 4. 5 - 5
7 = 5. 5 - 6
8 = 6. 5 - 7
+ = DK/NA
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Card 8 (cont. )

- Col. 28 Q. 17A, Q. 17B, Q. 17C (0E0)
Card 3 Col. ,:33, 3:. 35

New Code 1 = 3, 1, 2
2 = 1, 2, 2
3 = 2, 1, 1
4 = 1, 1, 1
5 = 2, 2, 1
6 = 2, 2, 2
7 = Any other comb. of 1 and 2

Any DK/NA

Co].' 51 Q. 8 (Pre-School)

Co]. 52 Q. 26D (Pre-School)

Co]. 53 Q. 43D (Pre-School)

New r".. odes for above questions

Code 0 Notbing/NO Cost
1 Less than $7
2 $ 7 - 9
3 10 - 12
4 13 - 15
5 16 - 18
6 19 - 21
7 22 - 24
8 25 - 27
9 = $28 or more

DK/NA

Col. 55

Col. 56

Col. 57

Col. 58

Col. 59

Col. 60

Q. 15 (Pre-School)

Q. 21 (Pre-Schoon

Q. 22 (Pre-School)
ve.

Q. 32 (Pre-School)

Q. 38 (Pre-School)

Q. 39 (Pre-School)



)

Card 8 (cont. )

) New codes for above questions

Code 0 = Nothing/No Cost
1 = Less than $2
2 = $ 2 - 3
3 = 4 - 5
4 = 6 - 7
5 = 8 - 9
6 = 10 - 11
7 = 12 - 13
8 = 14 - 15
9 = $16 or more
+ = DK/NA

---...-=-=



0

APPENDIX C

Interviewing Instruments

Telephone Screening Form . . . . . C-2

Visual Aids for Personal Interviewer . C-3

0E0 Questionnaire . . . C-13

Preschool Children's Section . C-30

Schoolchildren's Section . . . . C-45
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Telephone Screening Form Study No. 0290

Hello. I'm froni Westat, Inc. We're doing a
survey in connection with the development of new programs for children of
0E0 employees. I'd like to ask you a few questions. It should take less' than
five minutes.

1. I need to know how many children you have living with you who
are under 13 years of age. Please include your own children
who live with you as well as any for whom you are a guardian,
stepparent or foster parent.

(If none, thank respondent
and terminate)

2. Starting with the youngest, what are their ages? (Enter below)

A. B.
0 - 6 7 - 12

111111=11

3. (IF ANY IN COLUMN A) Who takes care of your preschool
children while you are St work? (If more than one arrangement,
who takes care of them most of the time?)

Spouse

Other

4. (IF ANY IN COLUMN B) Who takes care of your school age
children after school hours, while you are at work? (If more
than one arrangement, who takes care of them most of the
time?) a Spouse

Other

Thank you very much. We appreciate your cooperation. It may
be necessary to contact you again for additional information. May I please
have your building and room number?

Name

Building

C-2
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Visual Aids for Personal Interviewer

,a



A. DIFFICULT TIME

B. FAIRLY DIFFICULT

C. NOT DIFFICULT/NOT EASY

D. FAIRLY EASY

E. RIM TINE



A. SPOUSE AT HONE

B. HMI DAY NURSERY SCHOOL

C. OM DAY CARE CENTER

D. OTHER DAY CARE CENTER

E. HEAD START PROGRAM

F. KINDERGARTEN

G. FIRST GRADE

N. WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME

I. ifITH RELATIVE_ AT ANOTHER HOME

J. WITH NON-RELATIVE AT YOUR HONE

K. WITH NOW-RELATIVE AT ANOTHER HONE

L. I'M= (SPECIFY)
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11.

VERY DWORTANT

SONIEIRIRT neornurrs

NOT AT ALL WORMY



A. THE COST OF THE CHILD CARE

B. TM DISTANCE OF THE ARRANGBIENT PROM TOPA HOME

C THE DISTANCE or THE ARRANGEMENT FROM YOUR WIRE

D. BEING ABLE TO HAVE ALL YOUR CHILDREN TOGETHER

Z. HAVING ONLY ONE ARRANGIMENT SO THAT NUM IPLE

ARRANGEMENTS ARE NOT NECESSARY

F THE AVAILABILITY OF A FORMAL EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM

G. BEING IN A MOMS-TYPE ARRANGEMENT RATHER THAN A CENTER

H. BEING IN A CENTER-TYPE ARRANGEMENT RATHER THAN A HONE

I. OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY)



.

'CARD

6 SATISFIED

S

4 MORE OR LESS SATISFIED

3

2

MORE OR LESS DISSATISFIED

I DISSATISFIED
-.=.



VERY SATISFIED

FAIRLY SATISFIED

MORE SATISFIED THAN DISSATISFIED

MORE DISSATISFIED THAN SATISFIED

FAIRLY DISSATISFIED

VERY DISSATISFIED

C-10
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11. UNDER 21

B. 21 25

C. 26 30

D. 31 35

Z. d 36 40

F. 41 45

O. OVER 45

h. UNDER $4,000

B. $4,000 5,499

C. $5,500 6,999

D. $7,000 8,499

B. $8,500 10,499

F. nom() - 11,999

G. $12,000 14,999

N. $15,000 17,499

I. $17,500 19,999

J. $20,000 OR MORE

C-11



ARRANGEMENT IS FREE NON

NEXT DOOR

LESS THAN 5 MINUTES

5-10 MINUTES

11-15 MINUTES

16-20 MINUTES

WIRE THAN 20 MINUTES

OTHER (SPECIFY)
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ORO PISSED/01AM

Salle. I'm from Vestat Research
of Washington. D.C. Ve are doing a study of the ORO
Child Development Center and me are interviewing (ORO
employees/060 Center users). Vs mould very much like to
have your opinions.

This study is being conducted for the Office of Economic
Opportunity and the information obtained will he very
helpful to developing new programs for children.
dill information is strictly coafidential amdmill only
be looked at with information for hundreds of families
together.



=ID LISTING SECTION

1. first, hammy children 6 years old -4 NONE
mender do you have living with you? ONE

Please include only your own children '1110 2

or children for whom you are responsible. WREN 3

POUR 4

FIVE 5

-.......//'

sIX 6

:MEN 7

'EDGES e

NEM

cm. 12 sup 10
0 3

2. Could you please tell me the same, age at last birthday, and sex of
each of your children 6 years old oc less. Let's begin with the oldest.

COL. 13 SOK COL. 14, AGE COL. 1S /
CMG No. 1 _ - Male 1 4 1 or lees 1

Mimes Temels...2 2 .2

3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6
COL. 16

CHILD No. 2
SIX COL. 17 AGE COL. 18

Nile 1 1 or less...1
Temele 2 2 2

3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6
COL. 19 cell COL. 20

CHILD 477--- Vale 1
N ame Temale 2

COL. 22 SEX COL. 23,

AGE
or less...1

COL. 21

2 2

3 3

4- 4

S 5

6 6
AGE COL.-24 -

=ILO No. 4 Nile 1 1 or less...1
Name Female 2 2 2

3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6
COL. 25 MET COL. 26 AGE COL. 27

CHILD No. 5 Nile 1 1 or less...1
N ame Temele 2

COL. 28 self COL. 29
CHILD No. 6 Nile 1

N ame Female 2

COL. 31 SIX COL. 32
CHILD No. 7 Nile 1

Name Temale 2

2 2
3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6
AGE COL. 30
1 or less 1

2 2
3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6
AGE COL. 33
1 or less 1

2 2

3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6



I

COL. 34

(MILD 06711---
Ore

SIX COZ. 3S AO* COL. -36,

Male .1 1 or lmss...1
2 2

3 3
4

5 5

6 6

COL. 37 m 031.. 30 Add CC4.. 39

CNILD No. 9 Male 1 1 or less...1

Some Yenale 2 2 2

3 3

4 4

5 5

6 6

3. Now,gaside from these children (this
Child), do you have any children 6
years old or younger not living with you?

4. Is this because it is the TEN o-DaT CUE

difficult to find adequate PA em=
daycare arrangements? NO
(PAM) OTC

COL. 40 six, To
Tin 1
NO 2

(SEMCIFY)

S. In addition to these-shildcan_lassse NOON
old or younger, how many children OMR
over 6 years of ago do you have IVO
living with you? Please include only INNER
your owe children or children for 700a 4

whom you are responsible. FIns S
AIX 6
Man 7
SIN $
Oa 9

ca.. 42 SKIP TO
0 NOT A

2

6. Could you please eats,. the nano,
age at last birthday and sex of each
of your children who are 7-12 years
of age. Let's begin with the

oldest.

intaromoom sup to
Writ, in name NOTE A
and ages

COL.45 SEX COL.44 ADZ COL.*%

CNILD No. 1 Nale 1

Yenale 2--MA COL.47 -COL. 46

COLD No. 2 Male .1_

Yemale...2
COL 49 100L.50 COL. 51

CHILD No. 3 Male 1

some Yenale 2

COL.52 COL.S3 COL. 54

COLD No. 4 Male 1 ,

some Yeemle 2

COL.55 COL.% 29131----
MILD No. S Male 1

some

11111.

lo

Name renale...2
COL.59 COL. 60

CHILD No. 6 Male 1

Hams temale 2

EWA
Mesember that you have been provided with children's sections sad that
one is to be filled out for each child 12 years or younger. If a ptrent

has both pre-school and school-age children, the fopewing section refers

C-16



V

MUD MISSONEMMITCAMD A.

7. Many parents have a difficult time
softies' up child care arrangements

for their Children. What have been
your experiences? Nave you had a
relatively, difficult time or an easy
time setting-up child cars arrange-
ments for your children? Looking
at this card, which statement
letter best describes your
experience?

TAMS MACK CARD A.

MIND AZSPOIMMINT CARD s.

S. In the last year which of
these child care arrange-
ments have you used or
seriously considered
using? Just tell as the
letters.

(MULTIPLE MSSICUSES
ITIMMITTED.)

O. Seder present circumstances,

if you had to choose soma
the various methods of child
care above ee the card,
which one would you choose?
Just sive me the letter.

TAKE SACK CARD S.

MIND smsscomm, CAMS C.

10. For the type of child care
that you chose, whet is the
furthest distance away from
your hems or work that it
meld be located?
( 111 TIMMS or sus)

A.
s.
C.
D.
X.
r.
G.
M.

I.

J.

K.

L.

001. 61 SKIP TO
A. DEPTICULT TM
a. FAIRLY DIFFICULT?
C. NOT strricuzirmYr MST
D. PAIN.? MST
a, MST TINE

SPOUSE AT NOM
MP DAT NURSERY SCSIOL
Olp MT CARE CENTER
MUER DAY CORE CENTER
MD START WPM
KINDERGAMN
PZIKT CODE
WITH RELATIVE AT TOUR NONE
RITE RELATIVE AT AMMER

EMI
WITH NON-RELATIVE AT

YOUR EOM
MITE NON- RELATIVE AT

MOTHER EOM
ems (mom

s
4
2>3

COL.62-66SEIP 10
0
02
03
04

06

07
os
09

10

COI.70671SUP TO
A. SPOUSE AT NONE 31 16
R. RAIN MT MN= SCHOOL 02 10
C. 0110.1AT CAM cairns 03 10
D. OTHER DRY CARP COMM 04 10
E. HAD START MGM os 10

XIMERMIEN 06 10
G. FIRST GRADE 07 10
E. WITH RELATIVE AT TOUR HOME OS 12
I. WITH RELATIVE AT AJSOTHU ot lc

J. WITH HON-RITATIVE AT 10 12
YOUR ME

K. *MN HON - DILATIVE AT 20 10
ANOTHER HONE

14. OTHIR (SPEC/FT) 30 10

NEXT TAM
LESS MN S MUTES
5-10 RIM.
11-15 MS. 4
14-20 NITS.
MS MN 20 NM. 6

.444,0440MEK 41
OMER MINCITY)

SKIP TO
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11. Would you prefer that trans-
portetiOn be provided for
your children' or would you

prefer to provide your own
transportation for then?

11. For the type of child card
you chow; how ouch would
your family he willing and
able- to spend each week for
your youngest child?

13. For the type of child care
you chose, how such would
your family be able to
spend each week for all
your children?

001.11 SKIP ID
RANT TRANSPORTATION name ---37---
PREFER TO novoicum TRANS- 2 12

?DILATION

*ma (welt)

Mr 'TO
WRITE 131 OCCUR MOOT ; 13

901.1145

(per week)

=IP TO
MOZAMMUUMAMBEr 14

COL.16-I9
(per week)

14. Could you pleasetell se MITILIILIELLNLAWIT
how such you now spend on
child care each week for
all your children?

sr

A COL 20-,
(per week)

1$. Thinking of the type of child care that you chose, dosing what
hours would you want your children to spend there each day.
Lot's begin with Monday. (REPEAT FOR EACH DAT OP THEISM)

AN
HON. rrom--_pm

AM
TUES. Mort 191

AN
WEED. Fres---ym

AM
THU S. From---------pm

AN
FRI. Fren

AM
SAT. Free'

AN
SUN. Free--PH

AN
TO COL. 24-31

AMTo COL. 32-39
PH
AK

COL. 40-47To--------O4

TO
AM

COL. 4S-55---------mm

To
AK

COL. 56-63

AM
COL. 64-71

AM
To COL. 72-79

CO TO 16



MID RESPONDENT auto D.

16. People have sang reasons for choosing one child care arrangement over another.
I would like to read 'one of those reasons to you. For each cue 2 read to you,
I would like you to tell as how important or unimportant you consider it in
choosing a child care arrangement. by giving each a score from 7 to.1, you will
be telling me how Important you consider each item. A score of 7 mans you
consider item important, while a score of 1 amens you consider it very
unimportant to you.

J.
W.

L.

M.

N.
CI.

P.

Q.

A.

Let's begin with this features
MITERVIRMAR: MIK UCH nem, ASK "MOM =MUT OR ONENPORTAST DO TOO FIND '

ins FEATURE?" swim WITH THE rater ITER 1110W amo ASK ALL mats.
=OLE OSE MUMMER FOR MACK 22MM.

UST
numosmar

sal EAT
=OMAN!

in AT ALL
DIFCRTANT

DONT
KNOW COL.

Provides another seal is addition
to ranch and snacks

7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 11

Within walking distance of home 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 12

Open convenient hours 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 13

Involves parents 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 3 14
Teaches children colors, numbs:
the alphabet and reeding

7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 15

An adult staff that time the time
to tell you how your child is
doing

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 16

Available anytime, day or night 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 17
Men as well as women looking

after the children
7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 18

Within walking distance from work 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 19

With other children like yours , 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 20
Mere all your children could be tio- 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 21

gather when older ones are not in school
Racially integrated, with children
of many backgrounds

7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 22

Maps children to get along better
with each other

7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 23

A place that is safe and clean 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 24
fi Flamm that is dependable and

reliable
7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 25

Staffed by adults who are
well trained

7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 26

Keough staff members to provide
ay child with individual attention

7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 27

Staffed by admits albs same

ethnic background as, my children
7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 2$

Available year after year 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 29
Fewer than 10 children per adult 7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 30
Teach.* children how tooled and

follow directions
7 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 31

P/P,A1 that your child is usually
eager to attend

7 6 . S 4 3 2 1 0 32

UNE SACK CAM D. SKIP TO 17
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17 A. Onsbrall,speakieg, is selecting as ideal
child care arrasionset, shirk is sore isper-

teat to yes: the cost of the Child care or
bow close the childcare is to hone erg:mkt
WIN= the qmallty is seal is both).

17 D. Samerally speaking, is satiating ea ideal
And care accampensat, *hick id sea layer-
teat to yam: the availability of a banal
edscatiosel program for your child, or bee
close the child can is to hems wank?

17 C. Spatially speaking, is selecting as idea/
child care arzumgameat, which is sere layer-
teat to you: the availability of a formal

educatissal presses far your child, or the
oast if the child carol

1111.1121a.
16. Lakieg at this card could yes please tell me

a) thick of these factors is seat at to
you is ealectimg ea ideal Child care swamp-
assa Just tell as the latter.

b) Which factor is la most Ingertnatt

e) INsidt factor ii 3rd seat impartaatT

OZER (if specified)

DON'T SNON

131112 /1P-12
COST
CZ: MUSS 17 2
DON'T SIM

42>

11112.12
MONSIL MOMS
CLOSSNOSS 2 17 C
DOWT1DION

ca.. 33 212-12
TONSIL MONIS
COST 2 2 10
DON'T SINN

MIER !MAW' SNWAtEL

1

lit

NOSY
WOW
Wi--

01

02

21:4 3rd
MOST morr
ANTOMm pow
W--- M

01 01

oe et

C 03 03 03

D 04 . 04 OA

I OS 05 ._05

06 Cd es

0 07 * 07 07

OS OS OS

I OS OS

3 SO SO SO

pig Ma CA, S. MP TO 19

1$. Would you agree or &saves that the federal
eovernment should assist families with total
imams. helve $6,500sommally is payiu for
child care

20. Cam yes aid: of again that mould

sehool children Atli yes sierkT MU)
MUM WISTONSI TLOMITD)

improve the arras:mists for your pre-

7

C-20

AMU
Mani
DON'T UPON

MiMANHEMPA
CLOSER TO WOK
CLOSER TO KW
wren IDVOATICIIIL
/10014N

ISM *milli CM
lltrukcf WITS
01111111

WITS MOM
ACTITITIMS

THAT MS LESSMUM
WINS ALL III-

06R
1

2
0

COL A3-47

AIKIP TO,

20

Sill TO
01
02
3

04

05

SG

07

21

SCNOOLCOUDIZN
ASS MST=
ma Nag COMM-
IONT NOM

01155 (SPOCITT)



Memo 1 meld like to ask yea a far emotions Aosta specific child cars mrrampamest.

21. De say of yew childres staled the day
care proves opsrsted by tie Office of
Scomeolc Ipportesityl

22. Save yes ever heard_a_this program
before?

226
110

DOI? 11W

id 159621

2 22

Cl..C SKIP TO
23

2 26
6 26

$3. beer familiar are yea with it, Maw yes ever...
SKIP TO

A. Visited there?
Sara

ISS

20
6::::=1. 23 2

'VI. 31 laj22
N. Talked to a Mead seise the TES 1

23 C
colter/ 110 2

Sfult 352-12
C. Spokes to acres* vibe meshed TES

1::::::s. 24

- Ci16.33-23 SKIP TO
34. Meters the ass or Ammon isipertaat reasons shy 4 23

t_ 4

yeshiva decided set to essi_yeer chdld(rea) to
the 020 day care caster? (MDOSS)

___--

23. Oat cheeses mash persuade pea to see the
020 day care caster? (1DOSS)

Si. Do -sayer year-children staled seedier day
cars cotter?

SAND atsramer COD F.

21.4.-64$ KIP
26

COL. 5, 2111, TO

1 27
2 41



27. How I would like to fled out how satisfied or dissatisfied you are with various
aspects of the day caw center you use. For each item I read, I would like you
to tell me how satisfied or dissatisfied you are. A score of 6 means that you
are completely satisfied. while a score of looses that you are completely
dissatisfied.

'Let's begin with this statement:
INTERVIEWER: AFTER EACH ITEM, ASK: "ROW SAVE:ST*6D 0S DISSATISFIED ARE INOr

lesd

CIRCLE ONE UNSER FOR EACH STATEMENT.

poTartoo DISSATISFIED
DON'T

niesmash item:

A. With the director of the nay care center 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 60
D. With the child/teacher ratio 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 61

C. With the aides at the center 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 62

D. With the program for your child 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 63

S. With the effect of this program on your child 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 .64

F. Nith.the individual attention that your child
is recoil:lag

i 5 4 3 2 1 0 63

O. With the extent to which parents are iavo/ve4
is the progrea

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 66

N. With what you have to pay for the proem 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 67

I. With the hours the center is oyes 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 61
J. With the convenience of the location 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 6W

IiaLMOCCAND ti $1111 TO 2s

COI.. ro mile
211. Now happy do you think your children) is wig VERY NAM 1

the program? Would you say very happr, fal-1,- FAIRLY NAPPY 2..%"%
happy, or mot very happy? NOT VERY NAPPY SS

DON'T OM II

AND RESPONDENT CARD F.

2W. Now I would like to find out bow satisfied or dissatiefied-ye-iiith various
aspects of the 0110 day care costar. For each .item I read, I would like you to
tell ne her satisfied or dissatisfied you are. A score of 6 means that you ore

__completely satisfied, while a score of 1 mesee--tlte you are completely dissatisfied.

Let's begin with this statement:
INfElrgill: AFTER EACH nu, ASK: "NO/ SATISFIED OR DISSAIISFIED ARE YOUr

DON'T
DISSATISFIED URN ca,

lead

CINCLI ONE MIMI rat EACH STATEMENT.

SATISFIED
each item:

A. With the director of the day care center 6-1-6-1 2 1 0 11

D. With the child/teacher ratio 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 12

C. With the aides at the'center 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 13

D. With the program for your child 6 5 3 2 1 0 14

E. With the effect of this program on your child 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 IS

F. With the individual attention that your child
is receiving

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 16

O. With the extent to which parents are involved
is the program

6 5 4 3 2 1 0 17

K. With whet you have to pay for the program 6 S 4 3 2 1 0 16

I. With the hours the center is epee 6 5 4 3 2 1 2 13

J. With the convenience of the location 6 5 4 3 2 1 0 20

C-22

t

SKIP TO 30
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36. What kind of activities?
(1WITIPLE RESPONSE PERMITTED)

PARENT MEETINGS
NELPINO IN CLASS
Ammemmutrzym DUTIES
FIELD TRIPS
ROUTINE TRANSPORTATION
mum DIRECTORSNIP OR
TRUSTEESHIP

MIER (SPECIFY)

37. How may tiess have you pitticipatod
in the last two,pouths? NUMBER OF TIKES

36. When you have questions or comments
about your child, who do you talk
to at the center?

mums RESPONSE mournm)

35. Has.having your children) in this
day care center affected your job
or your work in any, way?

40. In what ways?

41. Thinking for a meant about the
location of the 0110 center, would
you have preferred the 060 center
located within valking distance
of your home or in sone other
location?

42. Rewinds extra would you have been
willing to pay per child each week
for the 0E0 canter to be located
there

COL.3336, SKIP TO

4
3 37

7

COL. 37, RIP TO

3$

COL. 311-41 SKIP Ty
TEACHER
AIDE
DDZCTOR 3

2
1

PROJECT MCINITOIR 4 19
SOCIAL WORM 3
PSYCHOLOGIST 6
OMER (SPECIFY) 7

YES
WO
DON'T 10101/

COL. 42 DRIP TO
1

2
40
41
41

COL.4345 SKIP TO
PEACE OFICIRD, MEI
WORRIES ABOUT CHILD CARE
LESS ABSENTEEISM
LESS TARDINESS
NONE ABSENTEEISM
NONE TARDINESS.

OTNIZ (SPECIFY)

2

3
4
3
6

,

COL. 46 fillIP
TES NEAR HOPE '1

44
YES TN SOKB OTIDULLOCATION 2 42
NO LIRE nom LOCATION 3 43
DON'T 10161 4 43

WRITE Dt AMOUNT

(per week)

11C '-24

C4t.47 -30 SKIP TO

43



COL. SI SKIP TO
42. Ulna know that a chili care arrame- LI= mum

meat ante mos seat your children
u sed welfare mothers as aides, would LISS !TAW= SAM

Liter TRUSS :::::
3

a

you-like it like it less, or DWI W
wombi you like it about equally
as boob as you do sou?

JOUTISTICRL SUCTION.

lbw, I would like to ask yawn few background questiems, for statistical purposes only.

COL. 11-12AdiP T3
111. lint, with regard to your job, G3 la CS-3 r

vbst is your Os grade Iowa/ 11-4 02
0S-S 03
00.4 04
11-7 OS-
011-0 04
01-5 07
01-10 OS
MI-11 05
OS-12 10
05-13 20
00-14 MOVER

S. Do you bolos, to a Tederal
Employee Wont

g. Is the past 2 smacks, about harmony
time have problems of
or child tare arressoments caused
you to be late for work?

COL. 13 SICT TO
TS3 1

NO 2>C
OMT =OW

Member of times

E. Is the pest 2 months, about !roe many thews

base problems of babysittia or child cars
amusements caned you to belb_mrOarwevil

"l'unimm Number of times

Z. lbw do you usually gat to
rook sack day?

111,1.

* LK
WM WI
DRUZ MILT 3
DEM wive TRW OR 4
RMATIVZ

CAR-TOOL
RWU DRIVES NZ
Wik OMNI)

0CE.14 SKIP TO

COL.I3 SKIP T3

COL. li SKIP TO

C-25
13



COL. 17 MP TO
P. Doss this kind of transportation affect TES 1 0

the kinds of child care arrangements that NO 2 I
you need? DON'T, 101011 $ I

G. In what ways?

SAND RESPONDENT CARD G.

IL On this scale, comb: you please
tell me about how satisfied you
are with your present job.

MX SACK MO G.

VOT SATISFIED -

FAIRLY SATISFIED
MORE SATISFIED THAN
DISSATISFIED

MORE DISSATISFIED THAN
MIMI=

MOLT DISSATISFIED
MT DISSATISFIED

I. Thinking now about your education, STR: GRADE OR LESS

vhat.wai the highest grade or level HIGH SCHOOL moms= 2

that you completed in school? MP SCHOOL GRADUATE
SOME COLLINS 4

COLLO= =MATE S
GRADUATE COMMISSIONAL 4
MOM:

COL. 15-20 SKIP V3

CCL.21 SKIP TO

4

COL.22 SKIN TO

J. Aside from you and your children,
what other adults including your ", P . HA

spouse live at home with you? 4444 f,, TWO
GRILTIPLE RESPONSES PEINTI7M) UNCLE

SPOUSE

num
=au =LIME
WARDER
OTHER
MOMS

A. At the present time, is your 'pause EMPLOYED

e mployed, a student, a houe,Ife, 01110DLOTSD

sr something else? STUDENT
IN TRAMMING
MUM=
OMR ( SPECIFY)

COL. MP TO
23 A

24
25
26

27 P (if no .

24 spouse),

29
30
31
32 X a.

co6.33 SKIP TO
I ----apt

Mb

COL.34 SKIP TO

usually works full time or PART TIME__ 2 Ma
L. Would you say that your spouse FULL TM

part tins? OTNER (SPECIFY) 3



Ma. Does your spouse usually work 26 weeks
or more, or less than 26 weeks per
year?

Mb. Wbuld Webs work more outside the home
if you could find adequate child care?

Nc. What kind of child care would that be?

Md. What kind of work would your spouse choose?

M. Thinking now about your spouse's
education, what is the highest
grade or level that be or she
completed in school?

O. In your opinion is your spouse better
able than you avert* answer the
questions in this questionnaire?

COL.35 SKIP To
26 OR MORE/YEAR 1 --11C-Pi
LESS IVAN 26/YEAR 2 Mb

COL. 36 niE)
YES 1
NO 2

CO.. 37-39 Zip

CO- MP 10

cot.. 41 SKIP TO
STO GRgr LESS 1
NIGH L INCOMPLETE 2
SIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE 3
SOME 4
mum GRADUATE
GRADUATE OR PROlizS8101U L

SCHOOL

/5 HPOusE 5 o..1 et4Et4DuCr ATionE

P. Are the's., any other adults living with you
who are not working outside your homi who
would be-working outside your home if
more adequate day care were available?

ALLiltstkaiiJTS

Q. In your present circumstances do you now
have a relative who could conveniently
care for your children?

NAND RESPONDENT CARD H.

R. Please look at this card and give me
the letter of the group within which
your own age group falls.

C-27
14

TES
NU
DON'T =OW

COL. 42 skip TO

COL. 43 SKIP TO
YES
MO 2 Q
DON'T MOW

om;44 SKIP 1°
TES
MO
DON'T KNOW

A UNDER 21
S 21 - 25
C 26 - 30
D 31 - 35

36 - 40
P 41 - 45
G OVER 45

COL.45 SKIP TO



Ca.. 41-47 :RTE 20
S. For statistical puryommsomly, vs ONOSA44,000

need to know your total Lastly in- I NOMA 5,499 02
come tar 4971. Please look at the C $5,5004,999 03
bottom section of this card and D $7,000-001911- 04
give me the letter which covers your 2 $1000-10,499 OS
total family income Wont taxes. P $10400-11,199 04
Include anomie* received by you 0 $12.000-14,999 07
or any member of your family. $1S,000- 17,499 OS

I $17,500-19.999 09
J $20.000 OD NC= 10

thiS SACK CARD N.

DO SOT ASKi

COL. 4$
Z. Sacs PILL OUT NOM 1

VIACIL 2
OMR 3

CM- 49
D. Sex PALS 1

SISALS 2

C-28
1S

SSD



IISSPONDENTS MI

MITI or nrispwrin

ansaniansts WINS

WLTINITSD ST

16

C-29



/

Preschool Children's Section

C-30



Nome of child

p$E- HCHOOL CHILDREN'S SECTION

Child number

COL. 11
1 4 7
2 S 8
3 6 9

INTERVIEWER: NOTE, the child nuiber indicated here Ovoid correspond with the
Child number indicated in the Listing Section.

Now, I would like to talk to you about each of your pee-school children separately

and about how each of them normally spends their time.

INTERVIEWER: ASK RESPONDENT It ALL PRE-SCHOOL CHILDREE HAVE TOE GNU APHAIMMIT
AT ALL TIRES. IT TES, COMM SEMMES FORA= PM-SCHOOL =LOREN
ON ONE CHILDREN'S PAGE.

UPON COMPLETION OF THE BITERVIEN, RESPONSES TOR EACH CHILD 81130/D,

HOMER* BE TRANSCRIBED ON A SWAMIS CHILD'S PAGE.

EACH CHILD SHOULD HAVE A SEPARATE, FILLED-0U? CHILDREN'S PAGE.

1. First, talking about does YES
v0
SOMETIMES

COIL 12
1

2

3

SKIP TO
2
S8

2
inset)

regularly spend any time

(name)
away from home during the week, or in a
child care arrangement at home that is not
with either parent?

2. How many different arrangements do you
regularly have for

during the amok?
Camas)

1

C-31

C06. 13 SKIP TO
ONE 1

TWO 2

THREE 3

POUR 4

MI S

SDI 6
arm= (wenn) 7

DON'T KNOW



3. Where or with whom does

regularly
name)

spend time sway from your
hose each week or in a
child cars arrangement at
hose that is not with
either parent?

READ: Please indicate that one
place or person where the
most time is spent.

lois A:

COL.

HALF DAT NURSERY SCHOOL
0E0 DAT CARE CENTER
OTHER DAT CARE CENTER
HEAD START PROGRAM
KINDERGARTEN
FIRST GRADE
WITH RELATIVE AT TOUR HOME
MITI RELATIVE AT ANOTHER HOME
WITH NON- RELATIVE AT YOUR

NONE
HITE NON-RE1ATIVE AT ANOTHER_

NONE
OTHER (SPECIFY)

FORMAL CUTER PROGRAM OH SPECIAL SCHOOL -- GO Z. Q.4
OTHER OUT-OF-NONE ARRANGEMENTS -- GO TO Q.23
/11-110ME ARRANGEMENTS -- co TO o.40

USE SCHOOL CHILDREN'S SECTION INSTEAD

amain TONAL ARRANGEMENT

4. Where or bow did you first learn
about this child care arrangement?

S. For how long has
name

now been in this amusement?

NEWSPAPER
RADIO
TELEVISION
FRIEND
NEIGHBOR
RELATIVE
AT WORK FROM CO-VORKER
AT WORK FROM FORMAL

INFORMATION PROGRAM
OTEEk (RIMY)

DON'T KNOW

6. About housefly hours per week does
attend this arrangement?

2

C-32

LESS THAN 3 NOS.
3 NOS. - 6 108.
7 MOS. - 1 TR.
MORE THAN 1 YR.
DON'T KNOW

14-15 am TO
02
03"%4%%%%,
04/4

05

07
08 40
09 23

10 40

20 23
30 Note A

COL. 16-17 SKIP TO

02
03
04
OS
06
07 .

08
09

LESS THAN 10 ERE.
10 - 14 HIS.
15 - 19 EIS.
20 - 29 EIS.
30 - 39 UPS.
40 ORS. OR MORE
DON'T 10100

COL. 18 SKIP TO

2

4

COL. 19 SKIP TO

A

32

4

5



READ: COL. 20-22, SKIP TO

7. Does attend MORNINGS ONLY 1

nar-Vr AFTERNOONS ONLY 2

this arrangement ROTH MORNINGS AND 3

AFTERNOONS

mama RESPONSES PERMITTED) MOTS 4

WEEKENDS 5

OTHER (SPECIFY) 6

COL. 23-26 SKIP TO

S. Nov, approximately how much do you WRITE IN AMOUNT 5

privies week to send
(name

to this program, excluding the cost
of any bus or pick-up service you've? (per week)

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS MONTHLY OR
DAILY, CALCULATE YOURSELF THE
TOTAL WEEKLY FEE, FOR ONE CHILD ONLY.

COL. 27 SKIP TO

9. Do you also regularly donate any goods or TES 1

services to this program? MO 2>
DON'T KNOW $

COL. 28 SKIP TO

10. How does get to PICKED UP SY SCHOOL 1 11

(name) GOES SY SUS 2 11

this arrangement each day? GOES BY CAR 3 12
WALES 4 MA
OTHER (SPECIFY) 5 11

COL. 29-32 SKIP TO

11. Bow much do you pay for , WRITE IN AMOUNT 14

transportation per child each mat

9 -

5;i7,70T--

COL. 33 SKIP TO

12. Who takes to this RESPONDENT 1 13

(name) SPOUSE 2

arrangement each day? FRIEND 3

RMATIVE 4

GROUP OF FRIENDS OR 5
14

RELATIVES

FAMILY

6

OTHER CHILDREN IN AREA 7

OTHER CHILDREN IN MY

OTHER (SPECIFY),. 9

13. How :much extra time does it take you

on the way to work each day?

3

C-33

COL. 34 SKIP TO

NONE
LESS THAN 5 MINUTES 2.

5-1011MS. 3

11 - 20 MINS. 4
14

21 - 30 MINS. 5.00.,./..°

MORE THAN 30 MINS. 6



14. Now much tint doss it take
to get there?

mama

15. About how much extra, if any, would
you be willing to pay each veekt-fri."164/

this arrangement to be within
walking distance of your home?

NAND RESPONDENT CARD I

16A. About how far would you be willing
to take for this

(name)

arrangement if it were free?
(Distance ia terms of time)

16R. About how far would you bowlines
to take for the

(woe)
arramgmeeue you now hive?

(Distance in terms of time)

TANA SACK CARD I

LISS THAN 5 MIN.
5 - 10 MINS.
11 - 20 PANS.
21- 30 MIMS.
MORE THAI 30 WINS.

MITI IN AMOUNT

ARRANGEMENT IS PREZ NOW
NEST DOOR
LESS THAN S MUM'S
5 - 10 MINE.
11 - 15 MINS.
16 - 20 MIMS.

MORE THAN 20 MIMS.
0111R (SPECIFY)

COL. 35 SKIP TO

4

COL. 36-39, SW TO

16A

DON'T 1310W

17. Now many weals per day (not counting
smacks) does receive there?

(name)

18. Con attend this
(name)

arrangement when be/sbe is mildly 1118

,18. Approximately how many children are there
at this arrangement for each adult?

NEXT DOOR
LESS TIAN S MINORU
5 - 10 MIMS.
11 - 15 MINS.
16 - 20 MINS.

MORE THAN 20 M1MS.
OMR (SPECIFY)

DON'T SNOW

NONE
1 MEAL
2 MEALS
3 OR MORE MEALS
DON'T KNOW

YES

DON'T SNOW

LESS IRAN 3 CHILDREN
3 - 4 CHILDREN
S - 7 CHILDREN
8 - 10 CHILDREN .

11 - 15 CHILDREN
16 - 20 CHILDREN
MORK THAN 20 CHILDREN
DON'T KNOW

20. Does this child cars arrangement include
a formal educational prograa that teaches
Children numbers, the alphabet, or boo
to read?

4

C-34

YES
NO
DON'T SNOW

COL. 40 SW TO

1 14I

;%44N%..
4

175

8
7

8

COL. 41 SKIP TO

COL. 42 SKIP TO

0

2
1

COL. 43 SKIP TO

X19
COL. 44 SKIP TO

1
2

3
4

7

8

COL. 45 SKIP TO

1 21
2 22

22



21. SW much lass per child would you
expect to pay each week if there

were no such program?

22. lbw much more par child would you
he willing to pay each weak to
have such s'program?

23. For how long has

Will IN RIMY

(per milk)

tarn IN Ana

(per wok)._

=kw INFORMAL AMAMI=
AT ANOTHER NOM

(same)

new been in this arrsagemeat?

24. About how many hours per week does
spend with this

11-73---(oe

person?

COL. 46-49 SKIP TO

COL. 50-53 SUP TO

47 A

LESS THAN 3 MOS.
3 NOS. - 6 MOS.
7 NOS. - 1 III.

NOME THAN 1 YR.
DON'T SNOW

LISS IRAN 10 US.
10 - 14 IRS.
15 - 19 HRS.
20 - 29 IRS.
30 - 39 IRS.

COL. 54 SKIP TO

3 24

4 6000/

COL. $5 SKIP TO

1-474
%%%%

. 25
4
5

25. -Does attend this

40 SUS. OR MORE
DON'T KNOW

READ:

8

COL. 56-55 SKIP TO

MORNINGS ONLY
;_PTEMOOONS ONLY
NOTE MORNINGS AND

Ammons
MOTS
WEEKENDS

OTIMIL (SPECIFY)

21

3

4

5
6

26

(newt)

arrangement

(MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITS)

COL. 59 SKIP TO

26A. Do you pay this parson or do you
do anything in return for hawing

TES DO samrrHisc
IN RETURN

1 265

your child cared for? PAY 2 26D

BOTH 3 265,C6D

OTHER (SPECIFY) 4 265

263. What do you do in return for this
person taking care of your child?

5

C-35

COL. 60-62 SKIP TO

26C



26C. About how easy hours each week
do you spend doing this?

Note S: IF PAY, ASK 26D. 0/EMS CO TO 27.

26D. About how such do you pay each
week for this person to take
care of your child?

INTERVIEWEE: IF RESPONDENT PAYS
MONTHLY OR DAILY,

CALCULATE:YOURSELF
TEETOTAL WW1! FEE
FOR ONE CHILD ONLY.

27. How does t to
(case)

this arrangement each day?

2$. How such do you pay for

transportation
each week?

COL. 63 SUP TO
1 - 3 W. 1
4 - 6 NRS.
7 - 9 HES. 3

Note I10- 14 HRS.
20 NES. OR MORE :,//°
DIME'? ENOV

WTI IN AMOUNT

(per wok)

COL. 64-67 SKIT TO
27

COL. 68 SW TO
PICKED UP ET RELATIVE 1 2$

OR NOM - RELATIVE

GOES ST SUS 2 2$
COES ET CAR 3 29
WALES 4 33A
OTHER (SPECIFY) 5 2$

lam IN MOUNT

(per week)

COL. 69-72 SKIP TO

31

COL. 73 SKIP TO
29. Oho takes to this IHESPOIDENT 1 30

(ease) SPOUSE 2
arrangement each day? FRIEND 3

RELATIVE 4
CROUP OF FRIENDS OR 5

31RELATIVES

EE ono= IN AREA 7

FAMILY
6

OTH

OTHER CRUDE= IN IN MY

OTHER (SPECIFY) 9

COL. 74 SKIP TO
30. Now such extra time does it take you PONE

1
on the way to work each da/? LESS THAN 5 MINUTES 2%

5 - 10 MINS. 3
11 - 20 MINS. 4
21 - 30 MIMS. 5
MORE THAN 30 MISS. 6

31. Now nuchtise does it take
to get there?

(ame)

LESS THAN S MART IS
5 - 10MM. 2
11 - 20 MINS. 3
21 - 30 MINS. 4
MORE THAN 30 MISS.

COL. 12 SKIP TO

6

C-36



32. About bow much extra, if any,
would you be willing to pay
per child each week for this
arrangement to be within walking
distance of your home?

336. About how far would you be willing
to tike for this

(name)

arrangement if it were free?

(Distance in terms of time)

3319. About how far would you be milling

to take for the
(neme)

arrangement you now have?

34. Now many meals per day (not counting
snacks) does

7I-1e)
receive there?

35. Can a)?tend this

arrangement when he/she is
mildly ill?

36. Approximately how any children are
there at this arrangement for each
adult?

37. %se this child care arrangement include
any educational activities that teach
children *umbers, the alphabet, or how
to read?

VOTE IN MOUNT

ARDANCMINT IS IREE NOW
VEIT DOOR
LESS THAN 5 MINUTES
5 - 10 MINS.
11 - 15 HIM.
16 - 20 NINE.
20 MIMIC. OR MORE
OTHER (SPECIIII

COL. 13-16 SKIP TO

336

COL. 17 SKIP TO

1 3311

3

4 34

6
7

DON'T nom

MIT DOOR
LESS THAN 5 MBES
5 - 10 MISS.

- 15 MOIL
16 - 20 MIS.
n mks. OR MORE
OMER (SPECl/T)

DON'T KNOW

NONE

1 MEAL
2 MEALS
3 011 MORE MEALS

DON'T KNOW

'TES
NO
DON'T KEW

LESS THAN 3 CHILDREN
3 - 4 CHILDREN
5 - 7 CHILDREN
- 10 CHILDREN

11 - 15 CHILDREN
16 - 20 CHILDREN
MORE THAN 20 CHILDREN
DON'T KNOW

7

C-37

YES
MO
DON'T ME

COL. 1$ SKIP TO

4

2

NN3

34

7

COL. 19 SKIP TO1`
4
$

COL. 20 SKIP TO

2 36

COL. 21 SKIP TO

2

3

4

6
5

7

7

COL. 22 SKIP TO

1
.2

3$
39

39



34. bar ouch less would you exp-ct to
pay per child each week if Share
were so such activities?

30. Now ouch more would you be willing
to pay per child each week to have
such activities?

hltITE IN AMOUNT

$
(par week)

NUTS IN AMOUNT

lirpeweek

MAW INFOINAL AIRANGENENT

AT YOUR NONE

40. For how long has

(nuns)
sow been in this arrangement?

41. About how many hours per week is

at hose i.e this
(none)

ariangsment1

42. Is

(nene)

this arrangement

(MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED)

at home in

434. Do you pay this parson or do you
do anything in return for having you
your child cared fort

431. Nhat do you do in return for this
person taking core of your child?

C-38

LESS TRAM 3 NOS.
3 NOS. - 6 NOS.
7 NOS, - 1 TR.
NOAH SIAM 1 TR.
DON'T KNOW

COL. 23-26 SKIP TO

47 A

MS THAN 10 ORS.
10 - 14 MRS.
15 - II M.
20 - 29 HRS.
30 - 3, MRS.
40 MRS. OR MORE
DON'T KNOW

MUM=
AFTERNOONS

DOTS NORIO= AND
AFFIRM:10MS

SCATS
mums
OMR (SPICIFY)

COL. 27-30 SKIP TO

474

COL. 31 ICY TO

3 41

COL. 32 SKIP TO

1 47 A

3
42

6

4

DOL. 33-35 SUP TO

2

3
43

TES DO SOMETHING
IN RETURN

. PAY
DOTI
OTNIN (SPECIFY)

4 0/
5
6

COL. 36 SKIP TO

1 431

2 43D
3 431,C&D
4 431

COL. 37 -39 SAIP TO

43C



43C. About how many hours each week

do you spend doing this?

Mote Cs II PAY, AEI 43D. OTHERS, CO TO 44.

43D. About how much do you pay web week
for this person to tabs care of

your child?

INTERVIEWER: I1P RESPONDENT PAYS
MINTHLY OR WEEKLY,
CALCULATE YOURSELF THE
TOTAL mu PIE TOR
ONE CHILD ONLY

1 - 3 IRS.
4 - 6 IRS.
7 9 MRS.
10 - 14 HRS.
20 IRE. OR MORE
DON'T KNOW

WRITE IN AMOUNT

44. Does this person also do any housework for you

like cleaning, cooking, ironing, or shopping
at the same time he or she cares for your

child(ren)?

O. Which of these things doss this
person dot

INTERVIEWER: READ THIS LIST;
ALLOW MULTIPLE RESPONSES

46. Tor about how many hours does
this person do these things

each week?

TIE
NO

CLEANING
COWING
IRONING
SHOPPING
OTHER (SPECIFY)

COL. 40 ILUSK

3 Mute C
45

COL. 41-44 SKIP TO

44

COL. 45 SKIP TO

1 45

2 47A

COL. 46-49 SKIP TO .

4
3

LESS THAN 5 HOURS
S- 10 HRS.
11 15 HRS.
16 - 20 HRS.
21 - 30 IRS.
MORI THAN 30 HRS.
DON'T KNOW

PREVIOUS ARRAIMIENTS

47A. Defers you chose this child care a
arrangement, what was your previous

arrangement for this child?

Please indicate that one place
or person where the most time

was spent.

5

COL. SO SKIP TO

1

3

4
47A

5

6

COL. 51-52 SKIP TO

5,
02

04
03

06

73

WITh RESPONDENT AT HONE
WITH SPOUSE AT HOME
HALT DAY NURSERY SCHOOL
OEO DAY CARE CENTER
OTHER DAY CARE CENTER
HEAD START PROGRAM
KINDERCARTEN
lUST CRAM
WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME
WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER HOME
WITH NON- RELATIVE AT YOUR

HOME
WITH MON-RELATIVE AT ANOTHER

HOME
OTHER (SPECIFY)

07
0$ --47C
09 -r 471
10 47C

20 471

30 - 473



471. Now much tine did it take

to get
11-.? 1)144

there/

47C. About how much dld you pay
per child per week for that
arrangement/

48. For bow long was your child in
this previous child care
arrangemontt

LIST THAN S MIMS
S 10 NM.
11 - 20 MATS.
21 - 30 WINS.
MORE TIAN 30 HISS.

MITI IN MUM

C-17r-peweek

FEWER THAN 3 WONT'S
3 MOIRES - f NON=
7 WARNS - 1 YEAR
INNUITNAN 1 YEAR
DON'T KNOW

48. What is the most important reason that

you decided to switch to the child care
arranglnap:- that mow
goo. tot (name)

50. WoM would you feel about using your
previous arrangement again someday.,
Wbuld you say:

YOU WOULD LIKE TO
YOU WOULD DO SO ONLY

IT YOU SAD 10
YOU WOULD NOT WANT TO
IT IS NO LONGER MALL-

ARD YON ?NIS CRUD
DON'T KNOW

10

C- 40

COL. 54-57 SUP TO

48

COL. Wit SKIT TO

50



ISTIRMISIMIRt PILL ISIS OUT MOAT= POR SACS CMILO MISS TVS (rib -SCHOOL)
CSILOSSS VIPS ALL IN TEE SAME MVIOUS AMSAMOMIST

U. Mow, I would like to reed to you a list of items that era features of various
child care arrangmeests. For each one I read, I would like you to tell me
whether your present child care arrangement for is bitter,

mime. or about the same as your previous arrangement on that feature.

\

SaD SACM 'I'M:

MUM
IS

STIR SAME

PIN:SIMI

IS MOT APPLICASLI/
VOWS DON'T KNOW COL.

A. Provides another meal is addition to
leech sod snacks 1 2 3 4 12

S. Within sulkies distaste of hone 1 2 3 4 13
C. Open convenient hours 1 2 3 4 14
D. Involves parents 1 2 3 4 13
S. !Machos children colors, numbers,

the alphabet and reading 1 2 3 4 16
P. As adult staff that takes the time

to tell you bow your child is doing 1 2 3 4 17
C. Available anytime, day er eight 1 2 3 4 18
N. Mom as well as wows kohl's after

the children 1 1 3 4 19
I. Within walking disuses ironwork 1 2 3 4 20
3. With ether children like yours .1 2 3 4 21
IL Mere all year children could be together

when the older ones are mot is school 1 2 3 4 22
I. Socially intearated, with children of

many backgronede 1 2 3 4 23
N. Maps chilZ.en to get aloes better

with each other 1 2 3 4 24
IL A place that is safe cad clean 1 2 3 4 25
0. A place that is dependable sad reliable 1 2 3 4 26
P. Staffed by adults who are well trained 1 2 3 4 27
Q. Sump staff members to provide my child

with individual attention 1 2 3 4 28
R. Staffed by adults of the same ethnic

background as my ebildmis 1 2 3 4 29
8. Available year after year 1 2 3 4 30
T. lever than 10 children per adult 1 2 3 4 31
D. Teaches children bow to aid and

follow !taintless 1 2 3 4 32
V. Place that your child is usually eager

to attend 1 2 3 4 33
IL Cost to you 1 2 3 4 34

SKIP TO
52

SICOIDART Anocimorn

COL. 35 SKIP TO

52. Aside from the principal child care arrangement TES 1 53
that you are presently miles: do you have MO 2 62
another arrangement that you use for
during worklea hours? 6.17e1T-----

11
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COL.
367-01.7

TO

53A. What kind of arrangement is-it? SELF AT HOME
SPOUSE AT HOME "
HALF DAY MISERY SCHOOL 02
ONO DAY CARE CENTER 03
OTHER DAY CARE CENTER 04
HEAD START PROGRAM 05
KINDERGARTEN 06
WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HOME
WITH RELATIVi AT ANOTHER HOME 0°:**

WITH NON-RELATIVE AT YOUR 54
NOME

WITH NON-RELATIVE AT ANOTHER
HOME 20

OTHER (SPECIFY) 30

531. How did you first hear of
this arrangement?

54. About how many hours per week does
spend in this child

(name)
cars arrangement?

35. Does

(name)
this arrangement

attend

(MULTIPLE RESPONSES PERMITTED)

COL. 35-39 SKIP TO

NEWSPAPER
RADIO

TELEVISION
FRIEND

NEIGHBOR
RELATIVE
ATV= PEON COANNODER
AT WORE FROM FORMAL

INFORMATION PROGRAM
OTHER (SPECIFY)

DON'T 101011

04
05
06
07

OS
09

COL. 40 'WIT TO

LESS THAN 10 HOURS
10 - 14 US. 2
15 - 19 HIS.

S

3
20- 29 HRS. 4
30 - 39 HRS. 5
40 EIS. ON NOES 6
DON'T KNOW

COL. 41-43_ SKIP TO

MORNINGS
AFTERNOONS 2
BOTH MORNINGS AND 56 (or 57

AFTERNOONS 3 if self
NIGHTS 4 or spouse
WEEMS 5 from 52A.
OTHER (SPECIFY) 6

12

C- 42



INTERVIEWER: OCI NOT ASK 156,FOR 'Sill AND "MUSS AT MKT' on 153a.

M. Approximately how much do you pay
per wink for this arrangement?

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS MONTHLY

OR DAILY, CALCULATE YOUR-
SELF THE TOTAL WEEKLY FRS
FOR ONE CHILD ONLY.

57. Do you use more than one child core
mangesent Mears* you like it Gnat
way, or because you can't find just
one that satisfies your needs?

(PROWS.)

Ions IN ?MOON?

1_
(per week)

LIKE IT
CAN'T FIND JUST ONE

TO SATISFY NEEDS
OSIER ( SPECIFY)

COL. 44-47 SKIP TO57

DON'T IDION

AINIAW3DIENT WITH PARINTS

5S. Novo you ever used a childcare arrangement
for away from home or ose at

(name)

home that is not with either parent?

W. What was the last child care
arrangement of this type that
you used for

(name)

60. For how long was

(name)
In this arrangement?

13

COL. AS SKIP TO

21\

3 >42

COL. AO,
YSS 1
NO 2
DON'T MOW 6

naLF DAY NURSERY SCHOOL
050 DAY CARE CENTER
OTHER DAY CARE CENTER
MEAD START PROGRAM
KINDERGARTEN
FIRST GRADE
WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR
HONE

WITH RELATIVE AT
ANOTHER HONE

WITH NON-RELATIVE AT
YOUR HONE

WITH NON-RELATIVE AT
ANOTHER HOME

OTHER (SPECIFY)

LESS THAN 3 MONTHS
3 NOS. - AMOS.
7 NOS. - 1 YR.
NORTH THAN 1 YR.
DCO'T.KNOW

C- 4 3

SKIP TO
59
62
42

COL. 50-51 SKIP TO
02

03

04

05
06
07

02

0$

10

20

30

COL. 52 SKIP TO

t%%%%%

:



41. What are the most important ressoes
that you decided to witch to tilting
care of the child yourselves?

ALL USPOIDENTS:

U. Delfts child care arranyameatts) for IMMO
vary Imo la* tows& VARY 2"-

43
(name) DWI =IOW

or are they'bretty Neck the sums? 011110 ($flCIVV) 4

eau AWL TO

62

=IP 10

$3. If you were not able to use this
(these) child care arreagement(e).
what other arrangeaset(s) muld
you use?

u_

14

C- 4 4

COL. 54P-54 =If SW

ED



Schoolchildren's Section



Mese of child

IICHOOICHILPREN'S SECTION

Child maim 1 4 7 0
2 5 t
3 !I

INTERVIEWER: NOTE, the child number indicated here should correspond with the
CHILD number indicated ip the Listing Section.

Nov, I would like to talk to you about each of your schoolchildren separately, and
about how each of them normally spends his or her time.

INTERVIEWER: ASK RESPONDENT IF ALL SCHOOLCHILDREN HAVE THE SAME ARRANGEMENT AT
ALL TIMES. IF "YES," COMBINE RESPONSES FOR ALL SCHOOLCHILDREN ON
ONE CHILDRaw'S PAGE.

UPON COMPLETION OF THE INTERVIEW, RESPONSES FOR EACH CHILD SHOULD,
HOWEVER, BE TRANSCRIBED ON A SEPARATE CHILD'S PAGE.

EACH CHILD SHOULD HAVE A SEPARATE, mumwourCMILDRWS PAGE.

PLEASE USE THIS roam FOR ALL CHILDREN WHO ARE IN SCHOOL INCLUDING
FIRST GRADERS.

1. First, talking about
(name)

where did regularly
(name)

spend time before or after school
during this past school year?

READ: Please indicate the one.
place or person where the
most time was spent before
or after school.

2. For how long was
(um)

in this arrangement?

Zinsmahome COL.12-13 SKIP TO

=ED PRETTY MUCH ON HIS/HER 40
OWN OR WITH FRIENDS

DAY CARE CENTER
HEAD START PROGRAM
WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HONE
WITH RELATIVE AT ANOTHER
RCM

WITH NOW- RELATIVE AT YOUR
RCM

WITH NON-RELATIVE AT ANOTHER
HOME

OTHER (SPECIFY)

DON'T YNOW/NO ANSWER

1

04

03
08

09

10

20

3C

80

10

10

COL.16 SKIP TO
LESS THAN 3 MONTHS 1

3 NOS. - 6 MOS. 2

7 NOS. - 1 YR. 3

MORE THAN 1 YR. 4

DON'T KNOW 8

C-46



3. About how .any hours per week did
attend this arrange-

(name)

sent during the school year?

4. Did

(name)

this arrangement....

attend

MULTIPLE RESPONSES PROMISED)

S. Now, approximately how such did you
pay der week during the school year
to send to this

(name)

arrangement, excluding the cost of
any bus or pick-up service you use?

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS
MONTHLY OR DAILY, CALCULATE
SWAMP THE TOTAL WEEKLY FEE,
FOR ONE CHILD ONLY.

cm. Is Sur TO
LESS ?NAN 10 HOURS 1

10 - 14 HRS. 2

1S - 19 HRS. 3

20 - 29 HRS. 4

30 39 HRS. S

40 US. OR MOSS
DON'T KNOW

MORNINGS
AFTERNOONS 2

BOTH MORNINGS AID AFTERNOONS 3

NIGHTS 4

WEEKENDS
mass (MEV 1

6

COL.16-18 SKIP TO
1

DITERVIENER: FOR OUT OF NONE APIANIENIDITS ONLY:

WRITE IN MOAT
SKIP 10

6

$ COL.19-22
(per week)

COL. 23 SKIP TO

6. How did get to PICXED OP BY CHILD I

(now) CARER OR PROGRAM

this arrangement each day? GOES BY BUS 2

GOES BY CAR 3

MUMS 4

MINOR (SPECIFY)

INTERVIEWER: DO NOT ASK FOR ONLY CHILD, OR WHEN ALL ARE IN SANE ARRAIMENEWF:

COL. 24 SKIP TO

7. Was together with any/all YES --ONE OR MORE 1

(name) YES--ALL 2

of his or her brothers or sisters in this NO
program? DON'T KNOW

S. Did the child care arrangement for
vary from week to week,

(name)

or was it pretty much the same each week?

2

C-47

SANE
VARIES
DON'T KNOW
OTHER (SPECIFY)

COL. 25 SKIP TO

2

8



9. If you were not able to use this
child car. arrangement, what other

arrangement would you use?

cOL.26 -2$ SKIP TO
10

C0L.29 SKIP TO
10. Now thinking only about the summer YES 1 11

meths, does regularly NO 2.1:110
(name) DON": SNOW

spend any tins in a child care arrangement

away from home or in an arrangement at home
that. is not with either parent?

11. Where, or with whom, does

regularly
(name)

spend time in this arrangement?

imim RESPONDENT CARD A.

12. Did you have a relatively
difficult time or an easy time
setting up a summer arrangement
for your child?

THEE BACK CARD A.

cOL.30 -31 SKIP TO
DAY CARE CENTER s.
HERD START PROGRAM 05

WITH RELATIVE AT YOUR HONK OS

WITH RELATIVE AT 09

AMOTHEIC HOME

WITH NON-RELATIVE AT 10
YOUR KM

WITH NOW-RELATIVE AT 20
ANOTHER HONE

OTHER (SPECIFY) 30

COL.32 gg/p TO
DIMCULT T1,.1 1

ru9L9'01FFIcuLT
NOT DIFFICULT/NOT EASY
FAIRLY EASY
EASY TINS

13. Do you prefer or would you have preferred to
have just one arrangement for

(name)
swim and winter?

14. Wow, approximately how much do you
pay mweek to send

(none)

to this summer arrangement, excluding the
cost of any bus or pick-up service you wet

INTERVIEWER: IF RESPONDENT PAYS MONTHLY
OR DAILY, C9LCULATE YOUR-
SELF THE TOISLIWOUGAI FEE,

FOR ONE amp URLY.

TIM YOU VERT MUM FOR TOURISM:

3

YES
NO

cci.33 SKIP TO

1.0' 14

SKIP TO
WRITE IN AMOUNT COL.34-37 END

$
(per weeP



APPENDIX D

CROSS-TABULATIONS

All,of the cross-tabulations described in this section

have been delivered to the Office of Evaluation, OEO as part of

the deliverables of this project.

D.1 OEO Questionnaire

Two sets of cross-tabulations were produced using the

complete sample of respondents to the OEO questionnaire.1 The

first set of cross-tabulations used the following column headings

or banner:

Total

Users

OEO Employees Non -OEO Employees Non-Users

Spouse,
at

Home

179 1

No
Spouse

at
Home

20

Sub-
Total
OEO

Employees

Spouse
at

Home

No
Spouse

at
Home

Sub-
Total
Non -

OEO

Spouse
at

Home

No
Spouse

at
Home

21 0 21 21 43 94

1
One of the 43 users was not interviewed until after these tabu-
lations were prepared, so the total number of respondents in
these tables is 179,-rather than 180.
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The other set of cross-tabulations used a banner

based on the age categories of the respondent's children:

Total

Users Non-Users

Preschool
Only

Both
Preschool

and
School Age

Sub-
total
Users

Preschool
Only

School Age
Only

Both
Ages

Sub-
total
Non-
Users

179 33 42 68 38 31 137

Each item iL the OEO Questionnaire was tabulated against

these two sets of banners. The two sets of cross-tabulations have

been delivered to OEO as one of the final products of the project.

These tables were used to plan subsequent analyses. They provided

a means for determining the numbers of respondents in various sub-

groups that could be used for comparison purposes and a means of

examining the overall response patterns to individual items in the

questionnaire.

However, the interpretations of these tabulations are

limited in several ways. They involve all non-users of the OEO

CDC in the interview sample. As such, they include a number of

subgroups who were sampled using different probabilities of

selection. In addition, there is no clear way to distinguish

between non-users who have a clear need for day care and those

who do not.

For these reasons, a specially-defined comparison

group was identified to provide a better basis for user/non-

user contrasts. Of the total sample of 180 respondents, 97 were
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selected as showing need for some form of child care on a regular

basis. Criteria for need were established as (1) absence of

spouse(no spouse, or spouse not available for child care during

the day), and (2) use of child care for at least one preschool

child 30 hours or more per week. This group of 97 included the

43 CDC users and 54 users of other types of day care. These 54

persons were designated as Comparison Group I.

Each parent in Comparison Group I was characterized by

present daycare- arrangements. 'To do this, the child who was in

day care for the greatest number of hours was selected and the

primary arrangement' for that child used to characterize the

parent. A set of cross-tabulations was produced with the following

banner:

Users Comparison Group I

Informal
Total Formai Out Total. Other

Respon- 0E0 Non-0E0 Total Arrange- At of Comp. Non-
dents Employees Employees Users went Home Home Group Users

180 22 21 43 10 17 27 54 83

"Formal arrangements" includes all other day care centers

used by respondents; "Informal at Home" covers care in the home by

both relatives and non-relatives such as housekeepers or babysitterst

and "Informal Out of Home" covers those arrangements made for child

care at the home of a relative as well of non-relatives.

1 The arrangement in which the child spent the greatest number of
hours.



Subsequently, a subset of Comparison Group I was identi-

fied and designated as Comparison Group II. This designation

referred to 48 of the 54 members of Comparison Group I who had at

least one child in the age range eligible for the OEO CDC (2-5
years). Comparison Group II was used for many of the special

analyses described in the report, but cross-tabulations comparing

users and Comparison Group II were not developed.

D.2 Preschool Questionnaire

There were 192 preschool questionnaires comp_eted. Each

child was then classified according to the arrangement where he
spent the most time. The file was cross-tabulated against the

following banner:

Total
Preschool

OEO
Day
Care
Center

Other
Formal

Arrangement

Informal Arrangement With
Parent

at
Home

At
Home

Out of
Home

192 48 26 16

0

39 63

In the case where a child was primarily at home with

the parent, but spent some time in a day care arrangement, the

JEtailed section of the preschool questionnaire was used to ques-

tion the parent about the secondary arrangement. Therefore, in

the cross-tabulations, there are responses to questions about

formal and informal arrangements in the column "With Parent at

Home."
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D.3 School Children Questionnaire

There were 115 school children's sections completed.

Each child was classified according to where he spent his time

before and after school during the last school year. The file

was then cross-tabulated against the following banner:

Total
School Age

Formal
Arrangement

Informal Arrangement
Spouse at
Home or
on His Own Other

Out of
Home

In
Home

115 5 24 19

i

64 3
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APPENDIX E

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING THE QUESTIONNAIRES

In general, the greatest difficulties with the question-

naires used for this project were experienced with questions

relating to costs. Recommendations relating to cost questions

will be presented first, followed by comments pertaining to

questions on other topics.

The 0E0 questionnaire asks the respondent how much she

now spends on child care each week for all children (Q.14). The

Preschool Section and the School Children Section contain the

following items, all of which may be considered to be elements

of the total cost:

Preschool

Q.8, 26D or 43D - Cost per week for preschool child

Q.11 or 28 - Transportation costs for preschool

child

Q.56 - Cost of secondary arrangement for preschool

child
1

School Children

2,1 - School year costs for school child

0.11: - Costs for summertime arrangement (may be one

wee of summer camp or arrangement for entire

summer)

1 No separate item on transportation was included for secondary
arrangements or for arrangements for school children. This
situation should be corrected.
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It is not feasible for an interviewer to retain all these.

separate elements of cost in her head and mentally check it against
the total cost in 0.14. Furthermore, even if the interviewer was
able to perform this mental feat, it would mean a good bit of back-

tracking at the end of the interview through all the different

sections to straighten out any inconsistencies of response.

It is recommended that a separate cost sequence: be added
to the interview. The respondent should first be asked for total

cost and then ask for the itemization by child and by arrangement.

If there are discrepancies, these should be resolved immediately.
It is recommended that general information about type of arrange-

ment and number of hours spent in each arrangement be collected
as part of the sequence. The interviewer could refer back to this

as she fills in the details on primary and secondary arrangements

later on. This would make the entire flow of the interview much
smoother for cost questions as well as other topics.

A few further comments on specific questions relating

to actual or hypothetical costs are in order. Q.12 asks the

respondent how much she is willing and able to pay for child

care for her youngest child; 0.13 asks how much she is willing

to pay for all children. The terminology should be the same in

both questions, whatever is desired.

Q.14 is skipped it the preferred day care in Q.9 is

"Spouse at Home." There is no particular reason,for this, as

some persons who prefer their children to be at home with their

spouse do 'presently have day care costs.

If the questionnaire is again used in the summer, a

decision should be made as to what to do about temporary summer-

time costs for day camp and other special, relatively expensiVe
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arrangements. There would seem to be some merit in eliminating

arrangements which last less than say, one month in figuring

current total costs.

There are several questions concerning how much extra

a respondent would be willing to pay to obtain child care of a

certain type or blw much less she would expect to pay if certain

features were removed from her current arrangements. It appears

that some respondents responded with the total amount they would

be willing to pay rather than the additional amount. If a cost

sequence such as the one described earlier were used and the

responses recorded on a separate chart that the interviewer kept

in front of her during the remainder of the interview, then the

interviewer could take the respondent's reply to these questions

of additional cost and add it to the current cost and probe by

saying, "Then you would be willing to pay a total of $

In the preschool questionnaire, the respondent is not

asked for transportation costs if she reports that the child 5-Jes

to the child care arrangement by car. Our results indicate some

respondents are paying for car transportation and this skip

pattern should be modified.

One final comment on the issue of cost. There appear

to be some serious discrepancies between incomes reported by

users and fees reportedly paid at the 0E0 CDC. One possible

source for these discrepancies is the fact that the center defines

income as the "combined annual salaries of you and your spouse."

The questionnaire definition asks for income received by any

member of the family. Given the high percentage of single parents

in the user group, some of whom were living with relatives, one

would expect the income reported to the center to vary somewhat

(and in some cases quite a bit) from that reported in the

interview. It is recommended that the questionnaire be made to
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conform to the definition used at the center. If desired for any

reason, a separate question on total family income could be asked,

too.

There are only a few recommendations on items other

than those pertaining to cost.

First, there is a general instruction at the bottom of

page 3 of the OEO questionnaire that says that if the respondent

has both preschool and school-age children, she should be

instructed to answer the rest of the questionnaire for he pre-

school children only. Our interviewers had the impression that

respondents with children of both ages did not really keep this

instruction in mind throughout the 0E0 questionnaire. Since most

respondents had only preschool children or children of both ages

(and only a few had school-age only children), it would have been

preferable to sprinkle the phrase "preschool children" throughout

the remainder of the questionnaire. Interviewers could then have

been instructed to omit the word "preschool" when the respondent

had only school-age children.

Q.8 of the OEO questionnaire ask respondents to list the

child care arrangements they had used or seriously considered

using during the past year. Some respondents did not list arrange-

ments they later reported they were using. Others gave responses

which did not seem completely consistent with their subsequent

responses. It is recommended that Q.8 be broken into two separate

questions. First, the respondent should be asked which arrange-

ments she has actually used in the last year. With the list still

in front of her, she should be asked if she has seriously

considered any of the others.

In Question 9 of the OEO questionnaire, respondents were

asked to choose the one type of child care they preferred. A
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number of respondents felt they could not choose one because their.

preferences would vary by child. It would be relatively simple to

allow for this in the questionnaire and it would retain some

valuable information. The question of preferred child care could

be asked separately for each child (or for children in different

age categories). This procedure would encourage more multiple

responses, but the additional information is probably worth

knowing.

Question 1 of the preschool section needs a rehauling.

It is a very difficult question for respondents to understand and

our interviewers quickly learned that a "No" answer should not be

accepted at face value. A better approach would seem to be to ask

where the child is during most of the hours the respondent is

working. If At home with spouse," then the next question could

pertain to whether the child is in this arrangement full-time or

whether any other arrangement is used.

The questionnaire sequence in the Preschool Section for

informal arrangements in the respondent's home (Q.40-46) is very

sparse. Questions pertaining to existence of educational

activities and willingness to pay more (or expectation to pay less)

for these should be added. A question could also be added on how

far the respondent would be willing to take the child if she could

obtain a similar arrangement at no cost (similar to 16A and 33A).

At present, the respondent is not asked how long it takes

for a child to get to his day care arrangement if he walks (Q.10

and 27). While it can be expected that all of these times would be

short, nonetheless a cleaner analysis of "eistance to day care

arrangement" could be achieved if the question were asked.
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APPENDIX F

RESPONSE INCONSISTENCIES

All questionnaires were reviewed by members of Westat's

professional staff. During this review, an attempt was made to

resolve all major inconsistencies in the interviews. This resulted

in recontacting about one-half the respondents.

Most of the difficulty revolved around the issue of

costs paid for day care. Table F-1 catalogs a number of cases

for which cost data could not be completely resolved. In each

case, the action taken is indicated.

Question 3 of the preschool questionnaire required the

respondent to indicate the arrangement in which the child spent

the most time. The response dictated which section of the ques-

tionnaire was to be used to collect detailed information about the

primary day care arrangement. Subsequently, Q.52 asked if there

was a second arrangement in which the child spent time and, if so,

a short series of questions was asked about that arrangement.

In a number of cases, the number of hours reported for

the secondary arrangement was greater than the number reported

for the primary arrangement. In classifying respondents according

to the primary arrangement used for the child in day care the

greatest number of hours, we used the arrangement associated with

the greatest number of hours. In a few cases, respondents did not

answer the detailed questions for this type of arrangement, but

for their secondary arrangement.

Question 26 of the 0E0 cvestionnaire asked if any of

the respondent's children attendee t 'lay care center other than
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the 0E0 center. Three members of Comparison Group I classified

as primarily using formal arrangements said "no" to this question.

In two cases the child was in a half-day nursery school, which

the respondents did not consider to fall within the definition

of day care center. In both cases the child was in a secondary

arrangement also so that the criterion of 30 hours or more a week

was met.

In one case, the child was temporarily away on vacation

and the respondent said no to Q.26 because she was not presently

using a center. However, she answered the preschool section for

the arrangement she had been using before the child went on

vacation.

Table F-1. Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques-
tions of cost

Case # Problem Action

286308284

999999907

423544434

Respondent has two children.
Spouse works part-time. Pays
housekeeper $40 for two days a
week. Prorated $12 for day care,
remainder for housework. Gave
weekly costs of $6 each in child-
ren's section. Gave total of $40
weekly cost in Q.14.

Respondent has two preschool
children in center. Gave weekly
costs of $7.50 and $3.00, respec-
tively, for older and younger.
Gave total weekly cost of $3.00
in Q.14.

Changed total in
Q.14 to $12.00.

Changed total in
Q.14 to $10.50.

Respondent pays $30.00 a week plus Changed total to
$10.00 transportation for one pre- $77.50.
school child. Pays $37.50 weekly
for school age child during school
year; $60 a week in summer. Gave
total weekly cost of $100.00.
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Table F-1. Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques-
tions of cost (Continued)

Case I Problem Action

999999920

642201677

4p2262421

388620591

801879526

Gave costs of $35.00 for preschool
child, $7.50 for school age child.
Gave total cost of $20.00. Could
not be reached for followup.

Two children in 0E0 CDC. Gave
individual costs of $8.00 and
total of $8.00.

despondent has one preschool
child. Reported weekly cost of
$15.00 in Q.14; $17.50 in pre-
school section.

Respondent has three children.
Oldest child is in nursery school
30-39 hours at weekly cost of
$16.00. Spends remaining time
with housekeeper. Two younger
children with housekeeper full-
time. Housekeeper is paid $90,a
week. Total cost given as nos?,

Two preschool children. One in
kindergarten part-time at $15.00
weekly cost. Babysitter paid
$17.00 a week as secondary
arrangement for older child, full-
time arrangement for younger.
Gave $34.00 total cost (apparently
did not consider kindergarten as
day care.
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Eliminated total
cost from record.

Changed total to
$16.00.

Changed total cost
to $17.50.

Total cost coded
as $99.99 (maximum
allowed for in
coding). House-
keeper assumes to
work 50 hours @
$1.80/hour.
Assumed oldest
child with house-
keeper for 10
hours. Prorated
housekeepers
hourly wages over
children. $6.00 -
secondary cost for
oldest. $42.00
each for younger
two.

Changed total to
$49.00.



Table F-1. Resolution of inconsistent response patterns on ques-
tions of cost (Continued)

Case # Problem Action

999999902

564901677

528811678

Two school children in free
arrangement in summer, cost $15.00
a piece in school year. Preschool
child - $7.58 a week year round.
Total cost given as $7.58.

Respondent's preferred method of
day care was "Spouse at Home" so
Q.14 was not asked.

Two preschool children with
weekly costs of $15.00 a piece.
Total costs given as $25.00
weekly.

Changed total to
$37.58.

Denied total cost
of $25.00 from
individual records.

Changed total to
$30.00.
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